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ABSTRACT
This study examined the relationship between the professional practices
components of the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument and student achievement as measured by a teacher’s valueadded measurement score. A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was the statistical
test used to analyze the data. The population included Brevard Public School
instructional personnel assigned to Grades 4-10 who taught reading and/or mathematics
measured by the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test during the 2011-2012 school
year and who received teacher aggregated value-added measurement scores.
Findings indicated that there was a small to moderate statistically significant,
positive relationship between all eight professional practices component variables and
value-added measurement scores. Correlation coefficients ranged from .089 for
collaborative inquiry to .218 for quality of instruction. All of the components combined
had a correlation of .231, confirming the strength of multiple evaluation measures.
Recommendations were provided for future research aimed at further data
analysis in Brevard Public Schools as well as other school districts in order to identify the
combination of evaluation components that most accurately reflect teaching effectiveness
resulting in student learning as well as to pinpoint weaknesses upon which additional
training could be based and the fidelity of implementation improved.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
To better prepare for students to compete in a global economy, student learning
must be at a high level. To this end, teacher quality is a topic of high interest for
educational reformers. A well-known study cited throughout the literature that focused
on the relationship between teacher quality and student achievement was conducted by
William L. Sanders and June C. Rivers in 1996 (Haycock & Hanushek, 2010). Sanders
and Rivers (1996) concluded that the most prevalent factor influencing student
achievement was teacher effect.
Numerous studies have been carried out using a value-added approach to estimate
teacher effect. Haycock (1998), in her review of value-added research, found that
teachers in the Boston Public Schools, when ranked according to assessment results,
influenced learning quite differently. In fact, the top one-third of the teachers when
compared to the bottom one-third produced six times the learning. Hanushek (1992), in
studying low performing schools in New Jersey, likewise concluded that it was estimated
that a student of a good teacher compared to a student of a bad teacher had an
achievement growth difference of an equivalent of one grade level. Following many
years of continued research on this topic, the results still confirmed the importance of
teacher quality as stated by Arne Duncan, U. S. Secretary of Education:
Studies repeatedly document that the single biggest influence on student academic
growth is the quality of the teacher standing in the front of the classroom - not
socioeconomic status, not family background, but the quality of the teacher in
front of that class. (Teachers College Columbia University, 2009, 15:31)
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Improving the quality of teachers has been one of the major focuses of
educational reforms over the last 50 years (Cohen-Vogel, 2005). Public Law 107-110,
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), as a reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), was based on the idea that establishing
high standards and measurable goals could increase student achievement (U.S.
Department of Education, 2001). The Act required all students to be taught by highly
qualified teachers who were defined according to their credentials and content
knowledge.
On February 17, 2009, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)
was signed into law by President Obama (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). The
ARRA made available $4.35 billion for a competitive grant program referred to as “Race
to the Top”. The single highest criterion for which points were awarded was improving
principal and teacher effectiveness. This reform effort was designed to assist states in
developing evaluation systems that linked teacher and student data.
On March 13, 2010, the Obama administration released the Reauthorization of the
ESEA that further supported the reforms of the ARRA. This blueprint for reform
specifically required that school districts implement an evaluation system that
differentiated teachers according to their effectiveness based on multiple measures that
included student growth and provided meaningful feedback for improvement (U.S.
Department of Education, 2010).
At the state level, educational reform efforts in Florida were also focused on
teacher quality (Florida Government, 2011). On March 24, 2011, the Student Success
Act, Senate Bill 736, was signed into law by Governor Rick Scott. This law tied merit
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pay to student achievement. The intent of the law was to ensure that every classroom
was taught by a highly effective teacher.
As a result of research reiterating the importance of effective teachers, teacher
evaluation gained increased emphasis since 2009 (Sartain, Stoelinga, & Brown, 2011).
According to Sartain et al. the majority of evaluation systems are not effective because
they do not provide teachers with timely and valuable suggestions for improving
instruction and are often based on a single principal observation. Sartain et al. went on to
say that many evaluation instruments are meaningless due to their subjectivity and their
failure to differentiate between strong and weak instruction. Darling-Hammond (1996)
also noted that most evaluation systems do not successfully recognize poor teachers.
According to Darling-Hammond, diverse school systems such as Chicago, San Francisco,
Atlanta, and Denver seldom dismiss teachers who have poor performance. In fact, in a
year’s time less than one percent are dismissed. In response to weaknesses with the
evaluation systems, policymakers are demanding that student learning growth be used to
evaluate teachers (Sartain et al., 2011).
According to the Student Learning, Student Achievement Task Force convened
by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (2011), the quality of a
teacher should be linked to student learning. It is feasible for measurements of teacher
quality to include systematic evidence of student learning. Because learning is a
collective effort and many variables beyond the control of the teacher can affect it, an
evaluation system that includes both the act of teaching and student learning provides a
more accurate measurement of teacher effectiveness (Tucker & Stronge, 2005). The
Student Learning, Student Achievement Task Force stated that “Gains in student learning
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must always be examined within the context of teaching practice to ensure that they are
connected to what teachers are doing in the classroom” (National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards, 2011, p. 9).
In studying rigorous teacher evaluation systems, Baum (2011) concluded that
classroom practices contributed to student learning. Baum further found that a teacher’s
effectiveness not only increased during the evaluation process, but the effect sizes in the
years following the evaluation were even larger. According to Baum, evidence to date
suggests that a good evaluation system has the capacity to improve teacher effectiveness.
Although the basis of all evaluation systems is to help teachers to improve, the
components to accomplish this vary. The question regarding what evaluation
components provide the best measurement of teacher effectiveness tied to student
learning is still unclear.
Although federal and state policymakers provided most of the impetus for new
teacher evaluation systems, the task of designing the instruments falls to the school
districts (Glazerman, Goldhaber, Loeb, Raudenbush, Staiger, Whitehurst, & Croft, 2011).
Glazerman et al. described the changes to the evaluation systems as follows:
A new generation of teacher evaluation systems seeks to make performance
measurement and feedback more rigorous and useful. These systems incorporate
multiple sources of information, including such metrics as systematic classroom
observations, student and parent surveys, measures of professionalism and
commitment to the school community, more differentiated principal ratings, and
test score gains for students in each teacher’s classroom. (para. 2)
This study will focus on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System Instrument and determine the relationship that exists
between a teacher’s ratings on the professional practices components and their valueadded measurement (VAM) score.
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Instrument Development
A performance appraisal project team was developed in Brevard Public Schools
for the 2010-2011 school year with the purpose of “writing a new system for performance
appraisals for instructional and school-based administrators” that complied with the
parameters as set forth by Race to the Top (RTTT) and Senate Bill 736 (J. Salamone
(personal communication, April 2, 2012)). The project team was led by the Director of
Human Resources & Labor Relations and the Central Area Superintendent. In addition to
the team leaders, the members included four principals (two elementary, one middle
school, and one high school), four teachers (two elementary, one middle school, and one
high school), three directors (Career and Technical Education, Administrative Support
Services, and Professional Development), one area superintendent, and one human
resource analyst. Sixteen meetings were held throughout the year to share research
findings relative to evaluation systems and design the system. Two of the meetings were
visits to Ocala and Hillsborough, Florida, to learn about their evaluation systems. A
share site was developed on which all meeting agendas, minutes, and team documents
were housed to share with the public. Brevard County’s instructional practices rubrics
were reviewed by Charlotte Danielson, the founder of the Framework for Teaching, and
the entire appraisal system was presented “to about 1,000 teachers and Leadership Team
members in area meetings and a selected focus group to gain feedback” (J. Salamone
(personal communication, April 2, 2012)).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between the
professional practices components of the School Board of Brevard County Instructional

5

Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument and student achievement as
measured by a teacher’s value-added measurement (VAM) score. The desired outcome
and broader purpose was to determine the construct validity of the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument so
that the professional practices components could be further developed to enhance student
learning. This study was also intended to provide Brevard Public Schools with input for
further revisions to the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System Instrument.
Statement of the Problem
Because teacher quality is so closely linked to student achievement, it is critical
that school districts develop evaluation instruments that not only measure student
achievement but also provide teachers with feedback that can be used to improve the
quality of their instruction (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). With the 2011-2012 school year
being the initial year of implementation for the School Board of Brevard County
Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument, limited information
existed as to the quality of the instrument as determined by its construct validity.
According to Barrette, Morton, & Tozcu (1995), the validity of an instrument is a
function of its purpose. One purpose of the School Board of Brevard County
Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument was to “measure
quality instructional performance essential for promoting high student achievement and
increased instructional improvement” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, p. 7). Being the
evaluation instrument’s first year of implementation, nothing was known about how the
professional practices portion of the instrument related to student achievement.

6

Therefore, the overarching question was whether or not the evaluation instrument was
serving the purpose that it was intended. For the purpose of this study, a teacher’s valueadded score was the measurement used to determine student achievement.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The problem statement can be summarized by the question “To what extent, if
any, is there a relationship between the professional practices component ratings and the
value-added assessment score on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional
Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument?” The study was guided entirely by
the following research questions:
1. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional practices
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional practices and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
2. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between instructional practices
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between instructional practices and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
3. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between quality of instruction
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between quality of instruction and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
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County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
4. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional
responsibility, conduct and relationships and value-added assessment scores
of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard County
Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at Grades
4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional responsibility, conduct and
relationships and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on
the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10.
5. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional
development and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on
the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional development and valueadded assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10.
6. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between action research
development and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on
the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between action research development and valueadded assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10.
7. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between the implementation of
action research and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel
on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between the implementation of action research
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10.
8. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between collaborative inquiry
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
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Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between collaborative inquiry and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
Delimitations
This study was delimited to the reporting of the School Board of Brevard County
Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument ratings for Brevard
Public School instructional personnel assigned to Grades 4-10 who taught reading and/or
mathematics measured by the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) during
the 2011-2012 school year and received teacher aggregated VAM scores. Instructional
personnel who taught mathematics assessed with either the Algebra I or Geometry End of
Course (EOC) exam were excluded from this study. This included the following courses:
(a) Algebra I, (b) Algebra I Honors, (c) Algebra IB, (d) International Baccalaureate
Middle Years Program Algebra, (e) Pre-AICE Mathematics 1, (f) Geometry, (g)
Geometry Honors, (h) International Baccalaureate Middle Years Program Geometry, and
(i) Pre-AICE Mathematics 2 (Florida Department of Education, 2012).
The study was further delimited by not including the instructional personnel at the
charter schools, the two adult centers, the alternative learning centers, virtual schools, and
the school board office. Furthermore, this study only addressed the evaluation
components as outlined on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System Instrument. The study also evaluated student learning
based on those students enrolled with a teacher during the entire 2011-2012 school year
and those students who had prior year FCAT data.
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Limitations
The following factors were limitations of the research:
1.

the lack of reliability and validity measures associated with the instruments used to
gather the data because of them being used for the first time,

2.

the lack of perceptual consistency and or distortions among evaluators,

3.

the lack of accuracy of data due to human error since many ratings were manually
input,

4.

the lack of generalization to other school districts that have different teacher
performance appraisal instruments, and

5.

the lack of three years of performance data in determining a teacher’s aggregated
value-added score.
Definitions of Terms
For the purpose of this study, the following terms were utilized:

1.

Aggregated Value-Added Scores: One score that represents the total value-added
score of a teacher regardless of his grade level or subject area (Schafer, 2012).

2.

Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching: A set of teacher responsibilities
including 22 components grouped into four domains that studies have identified as
being related to student learning (Strong, 2011).

3.

Domain: A category for the classification of teacher performance standards
(Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

4.

Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT): A Florida statewide assessment
administered in Grades 3-10 to students to determine their understanding of the
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Next Generation Sunshine State Standards (Florida Department of Education,
2011).
5.

Formative: Judging performance for improvement purposes (Stronge & Tucker,
2003).

6.

Goals and Roles Evaluation Model: A hybrid evaluation model developed by
James Stronge that utilizes a combination of approaches from multiple models
(Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

7.

Individualized Growth Plan: “Teacher learning that is grounded in day-to-day
teaching practice and is designed to enhance teachers’ content-specific instructional
practices with the intent of improving student learning” (Croft, Coggshall, Dolan,
Powers, & Killion, 2010, p. 2).

8.

Performance Indicators: Typical observable or documentable behaviors that
exemplify the degree to which a teacher is fulfilling a performance standard
(Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

9.

Professional Learning Community: “A community with the capacity to promote
and sustain the learning of all professionals in the school community with the
collective purpose of enhancing student learning” (Bolam, McMahon, Stoll,
Thomas, & Wallace, 2005, p. 145).

10.

School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument: The instrument used by Brevard County administrators to rate
the performance of instructional personnel (Brevard Public Schools, 2011).

11.

Summative: Judging performance for accountability purposes (Stronge & Tucker,
2003).
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12.

Teacher Effectiveness: A teacher’s ability to sustain or accelerate the academic
growth of a student as measured by value-added measures (Goe, 2007).

13.

Teacher Performance Standards: A teacher’s professional responsibilities (Stronge
& Tucker, 2003).

14.

Teacher Quality: Teacher qualifications; characteristics such as attitudes, beliefs,
and attributes; classroom practices; and student learning growth (Stronge & Tucker,
2003).

15.

Value-Added Measurement: Using students’ current and historical test scores to
estimate the effect that a teacher has on their learning growth while controlling for
various covariates (Hill, Kapitula, & Umland, 2010).
Theoretical Framework
Evaluation models vary across the country in local school systems; however,

many school districts utilize a combination of approaches taken from multiple models
(Stronge & Tucker, 2003). James Stronge developed such a hybrid evaluation model
called the Goals and Roles Evaluation Model (Stronge & Tucker, 2003). According to
Stronge and Tucker (2003), this theoretical model was based on planning and assessment
at the organizational level, teacher role expectations, feedback on performance, and
improvement. What distinguished this evaluation model from most others was that it
focused not only on individual improvement, but also on its link to organizational
improvement as a collaborative effort through the collective performance of all
professional stakeholders (Stronge & Tucker, 2003). As such, “A quality evaluation
system should encourage the improvement of professional educators as a means of
improving the school system as a whole” (Stronge & Tucker, 2003, p. 24).
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Stronge and Tucker (2003) contended that the purpose of this model was both
formative and summative assessment. This model was formative in that it focused on the
improvement of teachers through constructive feedback, and summative in that it focused
on the performance of teachers to assure that they were being accountable for their roles.
Stronge and Tucker also pointed out that this model was specifically designed to
contribute to the organizational goals, improve instruction through performance
accountability and professional growth, and establish a collaborative process between the
evaluator and the teacher. The Goals and Roles Evaluation Model was characterized by a
comprehensive language, adaptability to various educational roles, standardization across
the entire system, emphasis on communication during the total process, and utilization of
multiple data sources (Stronge & Tucker, 2003). Figure 1 shows the framework of the
Goals and Roles Evaluation Model. Permission to reproduce this figure was granted by
Dr. James H. Stronge on March 21, 2012 (see Appendix A for Permission to Reproduce).
Implementation Phase
Developmental Phase
1. Identify
System
Goals
2. Develop
Performance
Standards
3. Set
Performance
Criteria

4.
5.
Document
Evaluate
Performance Performance
6.
Improve
Performance

Figure 1: Goals and Roles Evaluation Model (Stronge & Tucker, 2003, p. 30).
According to Stronge and Tucker (2003), the Goals and Roles Evaluation Model
was comprised of six steps. The first step was to identify the system goals. Stronge and
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Tucker believed that a prerequisite to developing an evaluation system was to identify
organizational goals to assure the alignment of the goals on which the performance
evaluation system was based.
The second step of the Goals and Roles Evaluation Model as identified by
Stronge and Tucker (2003) was to develop performance standards. Stronge and Tucker
insisted that job performance standards were based on expectations of what teachers
should be able to do. Furthermore, Stronge and Tucker claimed that the standards must
be clear and easily understood by everyone involved in the process as well as able to be
observed and measured. Accordingly, Stronge and Tucker believed that performance
standards were the foundation on which the evaluation system was built. The
performance responsibilities were detailed through a three-tier description including
domains, performance standards, and performance indicators (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).
Domains were categories for the classification of teacher performance standards.
Performance standards were the duties and job responsibilities of the teacher.
Performance indicators were typical observable or documentable behaviors that
exemplified the degree to which a teacher was fulfilling a performance standard. The
state’s Race to the Top plan requires that the Florida Educator Accomplished Practices,
established in 1998 by the State Board of Education and revised on December 17, 2010,
be the basis for teacher performance in teacher appraisal systems (Haithcock, 2011).
The Goals and Roles Evaluation Model Step 3 as identified by Stronge and
Tucker (2003) was to set performance criteria. According to Stronge and Tucker (2003),
“Evaluation is a process, not an event” (p. 44). Therefore, there should be ongoing
discussion between the evaluator and the teacher so that strengths can be reinforced and
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weaknesses improved. Stronge and Tucker recommended using a three- or four-point
rating scale because it offered enough differentiation so professional growth was
encouraged yet it was not so intense that it was difficult to distinguish among the ratings.
The use of a performance appraisal rubric more clearly defined the performance ratings
in practical terms and assisted evaluators with determining how well a teacher performed
on each performance standard (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).
Stronge and Tucker (2003) identified the fourth step of the Goals and Roles
Evaluation Model as documenting performance. Stronge and Tucker believed that
multiple data sources must be used to document performance. Basing an evaluation on
only one data source, such as the common observation, was unreliable since it reflected
only a small sample of actual teaching time, might be an artificial reflection of what was
taking place on a daily basis, did not reflect all of the teacher responsibilities beyond
instruction, and measured processes only and not results (Stronge & Tucker, 2003). Data
sources upon which evaluations may be based include observations, teacher portfolios,
client surveys, and student performance data. Stronge and Tucker found that
documenting performance using multiple data sources increased validity, increased
reliability, decreased subjectivity, increased the teacher and evaluator’s comfort level,
and created a more realistic picture of a teacher’s performance.
The Goals and Roles Evaluation Model Step 5, according to Stronge and Tucker
(2003), was to evaluate performance. Stronge and Tucker found that in most states
certain parts of the process were mandated by the legislature and the specifics were left
up to local school boards. Stronge and Tucker strongly believed that who will conduct
the evaluations, how often and when the evaluations will occur, and how the evaluations
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will be done were three questions that needed to be clearly answered upfront. Stronge
and Tucker recommended that more than one person judge the performance of a teacher,
and evaluation timelines be aligned with state requirements, negotiation agreements, and
school board policy.
The final step in the Goals and Roles Evaluation Model as outlined by Stronge
and Tucker (2003) was improving performance. According to Stronge and Tucker, this
step was not intended to be a stopping point but rather a springboard into the next cycle.
As stated by Stronge and Tucker, in order for an evaluation to be meaningful and not just
an isolated event, it must be related to staff development and overall school
improvement. The most prevalent strategy for facilitating performance improvement was
conferencing including feedback, reflection, goal setting, and improvement assistance
(Stronge & Tucker, 2003).
Summary
Realizing that the most important factor in student achievement is the quality of
the teacher, it is critical that school districts have an effective method in place not only
for identifying teacher effectiveness but also for improving the quality of teachers.
Designing an evaluation system that serves the function of both accountability and
improvement is a difficult task. With student improvement of learning being the ultimate
goal of any evaluation system, it is vital that there be a strong relationship between the
various evaluation components and student learning. Adding to the research on this topic
can only bring educators one step closer to identifying the right measures to include in an
evaluation system with the purpose of increasing teacher effectiveness.
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Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 will provide an introduction including the purpose of the study along
with its statement of the problem and the resulting research questions and their
hypotheses. Delimitations and limitations as well as definitions of terms will be
presented. This chapter will conclude with a theoretical framework on which the study is
based and an overview of the methodology. Chapter 2 will present a review of literature
including research associated with the problem. Chapter 3 will include the methodology
used to perform the study including an overview of the research questions and
hypotheses; the research design, describing the population, data collection, and
procedures for data analysis; and a summary. Chapter 4 will provide the results of the
statistical tests on the data. Chapter 5 will present an overview of the findings, a
statistical analysis of the results, and future recommendations as a result of the findings.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter provides the justification necessary for conducting a study on the
relationship between the professional practices component ratings and the value-added
assessment rating on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System Instrument. More than 400 empirical studies have been
conducted to determine what, if any, teacher qualifications predict student achievement
(Schacter & Thum, 2004). The results were best summed up by Hanushek (2002) when
he said that a teacher’s qualifications have no effect on their quality, and in order to
improve the quality of teachers policymakers must focus on teacher performance. “By
identifying, describing, and categorizing the dispositions, knowledge, and instructional
skills of effective teachers, one can develop interventions to improve teaching and to
reduce the variability in student achievement gains between classrooms” (Schacter &
Thum, 2004, p. 412). Research has shown that the greatest probability of improving
student learning is to implement an accountability system in which teacher quality and
productivity are integrated (Schacter & Thum, 2004).
In order to review all available research relevant to the study, the following six
components were identified: (a) teacher quality, (b) historical perspective (c)
observation, (d) individualized growth plans, (e) collaboration and mutual accountability,
and (f) value-added assessment. The terms relative to each component were defined
along with related synonyms. These terms were narrowed or broadened based on the
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results of the search. Prevalent researchers associated with each component were used to
further search the literature. A detailed overview of the search parameters is provided in
Appendix B. Except for the historical perspective literature review search, limitations to
the search were set to include studies within the last ten years carried out in educational
public school settings located within the United States. Electronic databases used to
search the literature were comprised of ERIC, ProQuest, Dissertations and Theses, and
Internet sources. Multiple sources were referenced within each database including
journals, books, working papers, policy briefs, research reports, executive summaries,
PowerPoints, and webcasts. Once the research was identified, the abstracts were
examined or the content scanned to select those investigations most closely related to the
study.
This review of literature provides a framework for the study by defining teacher
quality, a discussion of the history of the evaluation system in the United States, and a
discussion of the evaluation components relative to this study and the research supporting
their validity. Each section concludes with a summary of the research that attempts to
determine the correlation that exists among observations, individual growth plans, mutual
collaboration and accountability, and the value-added scores that teachers receive.
Teacher Quality
To design a valid teacher evaluation instrument to measure the quality of a
teacher, teacher quality must first be clearly defined (Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008).
According to Goe (2007) the definition of teacher effectiveness and how it is measured
has changed substantially over the past 30 years. There is still disagreement with regards
to its definition. Strong (2011) found that the description of teacher quality varied
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throughout the literature depending on a person’s viewpoint. Strong’s literature review
indicated that definitions of teacher quality focused on competencies; such as,
certification and experience, personal qualities; such as, compassion and fairness,
standard of pedagogy; such as classroom management and instructional strategies, and
student learning outcomes. Hinchey (2010) distinguished among teacher quality, teacher
performance, and teacher effectiveness. According to Hinchey, teacher quality is defined
as characteristics of a teacher including experience, education and beliefs; teacher
performance is a teacher’s behavior inside and outside of the classroom; and teacher
effectiveness is a teacher’s impact on student learning. Munoz and Chang (2007) found
that the characteristics of a teacher in the classroom are interrelated to student growth.
Heneman, Milanowski, Kimball, and Odden (2006) found that there is a positive
relationship between students’ standardized performance scores and student learning as
influenced by instructional practices. Hinchey (2010) recommended that teacher
effectiveness be combined with teacher performance and teacher quality measures when
assessing a teacher.
Goe (2007) defined teacher quality in terms of inputs, processes, and outcomes.
Inputs included teacher qualifications and characteristics such as beliefs, attitudes, and
attributes. Processes included teacher classroom practices, and outcomes included
teacher effectiveness determined by student learning growth. Goe cautioned using any
one of the three strands in isolation to define teacher quality because of their
interrelatedness. See Figure 2 for a graphic representation of Goe’s teacher quality
framework. Permission to reproduce this figure was granted by Dr. Laura Goe on March
11, 2012 (see Appendix C for Permission to Reproduce).
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Teacher Qualifications

Processes

Education, certification,
credentials, teacher test
scores, and experience.

Teacher Practices
(Teaching Quality)

Practices both in and out of the
classroom (impacted by school
and classroom context):
planning, instructional
delivery, classroom
management, interactions with
students

Inputs
Teacher Characteristics
Attitudes, attributes, beliefs,
self-efficacy, race, gender

Teacher Quality
Student Achievement Test Scores
(treated as indicator of teacher quality)

Student Achievement (predicted) –
Student Achievement (actual) =
Student Gain Score

Outcomes

Teacher Effectiveness
Empirically defined using value-added
measures, teachers are ranked by how
much students gained compared to
how much they were predicted to gain
in achievement

Figure 2: Teacher Quality Framework (Goe, 2007, p. 9).
Goe et al. (2008) also evaluated the research on teacher effectiveness and sought
the advice of teacher quality experts to arrive at the following comprehensive definition
that goes beyond student achievement gains:






Effective teachers have high expectations for all students and help students
learn, as measured by value-added or other test-based measures, or by
alternative measures.
Effective teachers contribute to positive academic, attitudinal, or social
outcomes for students such as regular attendance, on-time promotion to the
next grade, on-time graduation, self-efficacy, and cooperative behavior.
Effective teachers use diverse resources to plan and structure engaging
learning opportunities; monitor student progress formatively, adapting
instruction as needed; and evaluate learning using multiple sources of
evidence.
Effective teachers contribute to the development of classrooms and schools
that value diversity and civic-mindedness.
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Effective teachers collaborate with other teachers, administrators, parents, and
education professionals to ensure student success, particularly the success of
students with special needs and those at high risk for failure. (p. 8)

Although there exists a variety of views on the components that define an
effective teacher as well as what they are called, it was evident from the literature that
multiple components do exist. A report prepared by The New Teacher Project (2010)
indicated that a teacher’s performance cannot be accurately portrayed by a single piece of
data; and therefore, multiple measures must be included as part of any evaluation system
in order to effectively judge a teacher’s performance. The literature supports teacher
evaluations based on the use of multiple data sources (Peterson, 2004).
Historical Perspective
In order to fully understand the dysfunctional nature of the teacher evaluation
system, it is necessary to review its history (Hazi & Rucinski, 2009). According to Hazi
and Rucinski, the personnel function associated with teacher evaluations began in the
early 18th century. Committees of school personnel, selectmen, ministers, and later
administrators and superintendents were tasked first with the inspection of equipment,
facilities, and student achievement and then with teachers’ methods of instruction (Hazi
& Rucinski, 2009). According to Kovats (2006), teacher evaluations date back to the
1800s during the time period of one-room school houses. Common people supervised the
schools taught by qualified teachers based on their ability to read, write, and handle
strong farm boys who might be intransigent (Borthwick, Cohodes, Sennette, & Touhey,
2009). The purpose of teacher evaluations was related to promotion and salary increases
with localized standards aligned with educational objectives (Kovats, 2006). Borthwick
et al. (2009) reported that in the late 1800s predominantly in urban areas, schools were
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contracted by local educational governments. Teachers were hired based on their
political affiliation and not their competence; therefore, resulting in the absence of
evaluation methods.
Observations done through one-time classroom visits took place from 1910
through the 1930s (Hazi & Rucinski, 2009). This practice consisted of quietly taking
notes in the back of the classroom as the teacher taught followed by a conference
focusing first on commendations and then on criticisms. The early 1900s were also
accompanied by the development of Fredrick Taylor’s scientific management theory and
an attempt at quantifying learning (Connor, 1920). Influenced by the efficiency
movement of Frederick Taylor, rating scales to measure teacher effectiveness were
introduced based on the assumption that if descriptors could be developed by scientists
for effective teachers, then ineffective teachers could be identified and targeted for
improvement (Hazi & Rucinski, 2009). Teacher rating scales based on multiple factors
gained widespread popularity in 1915 when a study was published in a yearbook of the
National Society for the Study of Education that proposed the use of a 45-item rating
scale to rate teachers that included both effective teaching and personality traits (Medley
& Coker, 1987).
Superintendent William Connor of the Republic, Michigan schools in 1917 was
the first to use a rating scale to judge teacher efficiency and connect it to additional
teacher compensation (Shaffer, 1990). According to Connor (1920):
It is the teacher’s task to make changes for the better in the abilities, habits, and
attitudes of boys and girls. Her efficiency can be evaluated fairly only in terms of
her success at this task. In other words, if a teacher is rated at all, she should be
rated, not by the clothes she wears, or the method she chooses, but by the results
she secures. (p. 338)
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Although the results indicated that in a three-year period teacher quality more than
doubled, the program ended in 1919 because of the lack of funding secured from the
public (Connor, 1920).
The first study correlating teacher ratings to student achievement was published in
1921 (Hill, 1921). The superintendent of Marengo, Illinois schools, C. W. Hill,
conducted a study across the United States surveying school systems to determine what
type of evaluation rating systems were being used. Results indicated that 41% of the
schools surveyed used some type of rating scheme to determine teacher efficiency.
Based on established criteria, Hill selected 135 teachers from the survey respondents in
the following school systems to take part in his study: Winnetka, Illinois; Gary, Indiana;
and Detroit, Michigan. Hill correlated the teachers’ efficiency grades with standardized
test scores for arithmetic, penmanship, and spelling. Hill concluded that the correlation
between test scores and ratings in all fields in all schools averaged .454. According to
Medley and Coker (1987), from1930 to 1955, 11 additional studies conducted to
determine if a correlation existed between the rating scales of teacher performance and
student achievement concluded that the correlation was near zero.
Prior to the 1950s, Daley and Kim (2010) recall that personal traits were judged
according to moral and ethical standards to determine the quality of a teacher. Danielson
and McGreal (2000) also found that teacher evaluations focused on presage variables, or
personal attributes, because a belief existed among educators that teacher effectiveness
was based on the existence of these traits.
Teacher unions were launched in the 1950s resulting in collective bargaining
agreements that delineated teacher evaluation processes (Borthwick et al., 2009).
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According to Kovats (2006), unions began to influence the evaluation process by
establishing teacher criteria and dismissal and promotion guidelines although local school
boards still assumed control over the process. In the 1960s evaluations shifted to focus
on the behavior of teachers in the classroom, and by the end of the 1960s, with the aim at
increasing the evaluation instrument’s objectivity, observations were based on preidentified categories (Barrette et al., 1995). Although the Equality of Educational
Opportunity, also known as the Coleman Report, published in 1966 tried to minimize the
effect of the teacher on student outcomes and emphasize the impact of ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, and family background as the major variables influencing student
achievement, many researchers continued to dispute these findings (Shaffer, 1990).
The primary purpose of evaluations during the time period prior to the 1970s was
summative aimed at employment decisions with minimal focus on the improvement of
teaching (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). During the 1970s teacher evaluations gained in
popularity as a result of public pressure for accountability, and an influx of research in
the field of teaching contributed to a shift to observations and rating instruments to
measure what was taking place in classrooms (Liu, 2010). It was not until the 1980s and
1990s that school reform focused on using teacher evaluations to improve instructional
quality (Daley & Kim, 2010). Daley and Kim further noted that it was also during this
time period that many states were passing laws aimed at systematizing the
implementation of teacher evaluations.
In the 1980s accountability of the schools and teachers was paramount. The
Nation at Risk report was published in 1983 by the National Commission on Excellence
in Education, and it emphasized how the education system in the United States was
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failing and producing graduating students who were not prepared to compete nationally
in the workforce (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). In response
to a Nation at Risk, evaluations were mandated by state legislatures and were the primary
measure of accountability (Hughes, 2006). According to Daley and Kim (2010), during
this time period, the number of states enacting laws regulating the execution of teacher
evaluations was increasing. Teacher evaluation reform connected to merit pay flourished
to address mediocrity that existed among the nation’s schools and teaching workforce
(Donaldson, 2009). Despite this initial reformation, Donaldson found that when the
economy resulted in teacher lay-offs, it was seniority not evaluation results that was the
basis of decisions. According to Donaldson, when the dollars necessary to support
evaluation reform decreased, teacher evaluation experimentations subsided and
curriculum standards become the new priority.
A 1996 publication by the National Commission on Teaching and America’s
Future entitled “What Matters Most: Teaching for America’s Future,” brought teacher
quality center stage of most political agendas (Hughes, 2006). In 2001, with the passage
of No Child Left Behind, states continued to strengthen their control and regulation of
evaluation practices at the local level by delineating teacher quality, standards for the
training of evaluators, and data collection requirements (Daley & Kim, 2010). Daley and
Kim further stated that the resulting evaluation systems were not designed to assist
teachers in growing professionally but were infrequently performed to meet bureaucratic
requirements. Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, and Keeling (2009) also agreed with this
statement. They surveyed 15,176 teachers in 12 school districts and found that 75% of
the teachers had received no feedback specifically on how their instructional practice
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could be improved. Although classroom visits and post conferences continued to expand
over the years, according to Black (1993), they still for both the teacher and principal
remained an unpleasant, time consuming task.
In response to No Child Left Behind and its focus on highly qualified teachers in
every school, the focus on teacher evaluation as a policy target brought about many
changes (Hazi & Rucinski, 2009). The National Governors Association (NGA) targeted
teacher evaluation as a tool for the improvement of instruction. In a NGA policy brief,
Goldrick (2002) summarized anticipated changes in evaluation systems:
A purposeful evaluation system measures teaching outcomes, not simply teaching
behavior. Evaluations that are well-designed and integrated with curriculum and
professional standards can accomplish more than assuring basic competence.
They can help states and districts measure the effectiveness of teachers at various
points in their careers, identify highly skilled teachers, offer specific
recommendations to improve teaching, inform professional development, and
demonstrate accountability for student achievement. State policymakers should
treat teacher evaluation as an integrated component of a comprehensive strategy
to improve overall teaching quality. (p. 2)
Over the last decade, teacher quality continued to be the focus of evaluation
systems (Weisberg et al., 2009). The New Teacher Project (TNTP), a national nonprofit
organization, addressed the reality of poor evaluations nationwide in stating that teacher
effectiveness, a key to student achievement, was not used as a basis for meaningful
decisions in schools (Weisberg et al., 2009). In their report, Weisberg et al. described the
evaluation process as a Widget Effect where all teachers’ classroom effectiveness was
judged the same with no distinctions being made between the good and the poor teachers.
In response to the need to focus on teacher quality through effective evaluation
systems, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) was signed into law by
President Obama on February 17, 2009 (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). This act
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made $4.35 billion available for a competitive grant program referred to as “Race to the
Top.” Points were awarded based on various criterions with the highest single points
being awarded for improving principal and teacher effectiveness. This reform effort was
an attempt to assist states in developing evaluation systems that linked teacher and
student data.
The Reauthorization of the ESEA was released on March, 13, 2010, by the
Obama administration to further support the reforms of the ARRA. This reform blueprint
required that school districts specifically implement an evaluation system in which
teachers were differentiated not only on multiple measures that included student growth
but also were provided meaningful feedback for improvement (U.S. Department of
Education, 2010). To date, states and school districts across the country are restoring
their evaluation systems by passing supportive legislation and collective bargaining
agreements (Daley & Kim, 2010).
Observation
Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease (1983) described the methods used for
teacher evaluations as typically not reliable or valid. Likewise, Peterson (2000) found in
his review of evaluation literature that the average practices associated with teacher
evaluation do not improve teachers or provide an accurate representation of what is
happening on a regular basis in the classroom. Danielson and McGreal (2000) criticized
evaluation systems as shallow with little relevance for the enhancement of student
learning. According to Milanowski (2004), “As a measurement process, the reputation of
teacher evaluation is not particularly good” (p. 34). Because Donaldson (2009) found
that 60% of the school districts in the United States use some form of observation in
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teacher evaluations, it is important for this study to determine what the research says
concerning the relationship between observation scores and student learning.
The goal of classroom observations is to improve students’ academic outcomes by
assisting teachers in perfecting their practice (Kane & Staiger, 2012). Kane and Staiger
further stated that classroom observation instruments that do not correlate to student
outcomes do not contribute to the achievement of this goal. An observation instrument
that is valid must be closely aligned with student achievement gains according to Kane
and Staiger. “Testing for validity means determining the extent to which teaching
indicators are related to student outcomes” (Kane & Staiger, 2012, p. 22).
Hundreds of studies have been conducted since the 1970s using classroom
observations (Waxman, 2011). According to Waxman, the main purpose of teacher
observations is to improve instruction. Feedback assists teachers in identifying their
strengths and weaknesses ultimately leading to instructional improvement. It was not;
however, until 1992 that the first value-added model was created by Dr. William L.
Sanders and implemented in the Tennessee Public Schools (Shurtleff & Loredo, 2008).
Shurtleff and Loredo further pointed out that as of 2007, value-added assessment was
officially mandated in only four states yet 15 states utilized value-added assessment in
some form. Therefore, studies using value-added measures as indicators for student
achievement were limited.
Los Angeles Elementary Charter School
Gallagher (2004) studied the validity of a teacher evaluation system at a Los
Angeles elementary charter school servicing 1,200 students all of who were on free or
reduced lunch. The evaluation system was performance based with subject-specific
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evaluations written by the staff based on Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching.
Danielson’s Framework for Teaching is a set of teacher responsibilities including 33
components grouped into four domains that studies have identified as being related to
student learning (Strong, 2011). In this study, teachers were evaluated on up to ten
domains, seven of which were related to a specific subject. Each domain had up to nine
standards. The system was used for both formative and summative assessment purposes.
Teachers were evaluated three times a year by peer evaluators and administrators who
had been extensively trained. Inter-rater reliability was high with an alpha coefficient of
.86. The peer evaluator and administrator’s scores along with a self-evaluation score
were evenly weighted in determining a composite score. The sample for this research
included 34 second- through fifth-grade teachers with a student sample size of 584 for
reading and mathematics, 532 for language arts, and 527 for the composite. The
correlation between teacher evaluation scores and student achievement were statistically
significant in reading with a coefficient of .50 at a .01 alpha level and in the composite
score with a coefficient of .36 at a .05 alpha level. Teachers’ evaluation scores in reading
were determined to be high predictors of student performance. For example, an increase
of one point in teacher evaluation scores in literacy resulted in a 14 point increase in
student performance. Teacher evaluation scores accounted for 34% of the variation in
reading but only 3% in mathematics, 1% in language arts, and 13% in the composite
score. According to Gallagher (2004), student achievement scores varied significantly
based on classroom effects. Qualitative results indicated that the limited knowledge of
mathematics instruction resulted in the inability of both teachers and evaluators to
distinguish among the varying degrees of teacher quality in mathematics.
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Washoe County, Nevada School District
Borman and Kimball (2004) conducted a study in Nevada Washoe County School
District where teachers were evaluated annually by an administrator using an observation
instrument modeled closely after Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching. This
study targeted 4,676 students and 266 teachers in Grades 4-6. The population had a
minority rate of 34% and a free and reduced lunch rate of 25%. The composite scores for
each of the four domains included in the observation were averaged together to arrive at a
teacher quality rating. Student achievement results were based on district criterion
referenced assessments in Grades 4 and 6, state criterion referenced tests in Grades 4-6,
and the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Terra Nova, in Grade 4. Using a valueadded model to determine teacher effect, this study concluded that the average classroom
achievement for a teacher whose teacher quality rating was at the 84th percentile of the
distribution of scores was .2 standard deviations higher than the average classroom mean
in the district.
Arizona
A study conducted by Schacter and Thum (2004) assessed teaching quality using
an observation instrument comprised of 12 teaching performance standards with
corresponding descriptive narratives based on research related to behaviors, models,
strategies, and qualifications of teachers. The purpose of the study was to determine if
the ratings associated with the standards predicted student achievement gains as
measured by a value-added assessment model. The sample included 52 Grade 3-6
elementary school teachers in Arizona and 910 students with a 53% minority rate. All
teachers were observed eight times over a nine-month period by trained graduate student
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researchers and rated on a 5-point scale from exemplary to ineffective. Inter-rater
reliability was high among raters ranging from .74 to .92. Outcome measures were based
on the Stanford 9 Achievement Tests in reading, mathematics, and language. The results
indicated that teacher quality and productivity were positively correlated at a level of 0.55
to 0.70. There was a difference of 4.75 standard deviations between the highest and
lowest teacher quality ratings resulting in a difference in scale score of 32.3 in language,
33.5 in mathematics, and 22.5 points in reading. There was a difference of 1.61 standard
deviations between the first and third teacher quality quartiles resulting in a difference in
scale score of 10.9 in language, 11.4 in mathematics, and 7.6 in reading.
Midsize Western United States School District
Jacob and Lefgren (2008) conducted a study of 202 Grade 2-6 teachers in a
midsize western school district in the United States to determine to what extent principals
could identify effective and non-effective teachers. In terms of socioeconomic status and
ethnicity, the school district was heterogeneous with a minority rate of 27% and a free or
reduced lunch rate of 48%. The school district had an achievement level on the Stanford
Achievement Test at the national mean. Core criterion-reference exams were used as
value-added measures. Principals were asked to rate their teachers on a 10-point scale
from inadequate to exceptional on 11 dimensions including overall effectiveness, work
ethic, organization, classroom management, mathematics and reading achievement, role
model, student and parent satisfaction, and relationship with colleagues and
administration. The average of the ratings was 8.07 with 6.7 being the lowest principals’
average. The ratings of principals within schools were normally distributed.
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The results of Jacob and Lefgren’s (2008) study indicated that the correlation
between a teacher’s value-added measure and the principal’s rating of their ability to
raise student achievement in reading and mathematics was .29 and .32 respectively. This
study found that principals were able to correctly identify teachers in both the top and
bottom quartiles based on their value-added measures in mathematics 70% of the time
and in reading 55% of the time compared to the probabilities of 14% and 26% if ratings
had been randomly assigned. Principals were not as successful in identifying teachers in
the middle achievement distribution with probabilities of 62% as compared to 33% had
the ratings been randomly assigned. According to Jacob and Lefgren, “Our findings
provide compelling evidence that good teaching is, at least to some extent, observable by
those close to the education process even though it may not be easily captured in those
variables commonly available to the econometrician” (p. 130).
Cincinnati Public School System
According to Kane, Taylor, Tyler, and Wooten (2010), observation systems that
are of quality are based on standards that are clear and objective, conducted by several
evaluators who have been trained, and include multiple observations over time. The
Cincinnati’s Teacher Evaluation System (TES) includes peer evaluators who were trained
to observe teachers three times throughout the year in addition to the one trained
administrator’s observation. The first observation was required to be announced whereas
the subsequent ones were not. Teachers were observed annually until they obtained
tenure status at which point they were observed every five years. The observation
instrument used was based on Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching including
four domains, sixteen standards, and 32 elements. Each element was judged based on the
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teacher’s performance on a 4-point rubric scale of distinguished, proficient, basic, and
unsatisfactory.
Milanowski (2004) examined the evaluation system in Cincinnati, Ohio, to
determine if a relationship existed between the scores on the teachers’ standards-based
evaluations and their students’ value-added measures. The sample was comprised of 212
teachers in Grades 3 through 8. A composite evaluation score was used for this analysis
indicating the overall performance of a teacher and was calculated by adding the four
domain scores. When the scores were correlated in reading, mathematics, and science
across Grades 3-8, the combined coefficients were positive ranging from .43 in
mathematics, to .32 in reading, to .27 in science. These results were considered a
moderate correlation. According to Milanowski, the results suggested that beyond
chance the Cincinnati evaluation system was successful at identifying teachers with
students whose achievement levels were higher than expected. Milanowski went on to
conclude that “Teacher evaluation scores may be useful as representations of teaching
practices that affect student learning” (p. 49).
Six years later, a nine year study was conducted by Kane et al. (2010) in
Cincinnati, Ohio, using longitudinal student data to analyze teacher observations and
determine their relationship to student achievement. This study focused on only two of
the four standards since they were the basis for the observation scores because the other
two standards were evidence based. Using value-added estimates based on student
achievement data from prior years, the teachers were separated into quartiles to determine
if there was a difference in observation ratings of teachers in the highest quartile as
compared to those teachers in the bottom two quartiles. Results indicated that teachers in
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the upper quartile received higher ratings than those in the bottom two quartiles. Kane et
al. found that teachers associated with high student achievement taught differently than
teachers associated with low student achievement. In determining whether observation
ratings could be used to predict student achievement growth, the results indicated that an
increase of one point on the average observation rating was associated with a student
achievement gain of .17 standard deviations in mathematics and .20 standard deviations
in reading. Teacher observation ratings also improved on subsequent observation ratings
on an average by .45 standard deviations no matter what the length of time among
observations. Kane et al. concluded the following from this study:
Multiple alternative measures of teacher effectiveness may be more predictive of
future student achievement effects than any single measure. This is true when
classroom observation scores are brought into a model that previously only had
student achievement measures. It is also true, perhaps more so, when student
achievement measures are added to a model that only had classroom observation
data. A teacher’s past student achievement gains are a good predictor of future
achievement gains, but measuring classroom practice likely improves the
prediction. Teachers or administrators considering their future prospects for
success should be open to including both forms of measuring past effectiveness.
(pp. 28-29)
A Measure of Effective Teaching Project
A Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) project involving 3,000 volunteer
teachers across the United States was carried out under the direction of the Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation to guide practitioners in structuring evaluation systems that
improve teaching and learning (Kane & Staiger, 2012). The validity of five observation
instruments was established based on value-added assessment measures as determined by
students’ performance on the Balanced Assessment in Math (BAM) and the Stanford 9
Open-Ended (SAT9 OE) reading assessment. The five classroom observation
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instruments included: (a) Framework for Teaching (FFT), (b) Classroom Assessment
Scoring System (CLASS), (c) Protocol for Language Arts Teaching Observations
(PLATO), (d) Mathematical Quality of Teaching (MQI), and (e) UTeach Teacher
Observation Protocol (UTOP). Teacher observation scores were compared to valueadded scores across classes for the same teachers. This was done so that observer bias
based on student behavior could be eliminated. The results of this study indicated a
statistically significant positive correlation between classroom observation results and
value-added scores for all classroom observation instruments. The difference in learning
gains for teachers in the top quartile based on their value-added scores when compared to
the bottom quartile teachers ranged from 2.6 months on the FFT to .6 months on the
PLATO. When observation scores were combined with other measures such as student
feedback and value-added scores on state tests, the relationship strengthened. For
example, when the FFT results were combined with student feedback the 2.6 month
quartile range difference increased to 4.8 months. When the FFT results and the student
feedback results were combined with value-added scores on state tests, the 4.8 month
quartile range difference increased to 7.6 months. Kane and Staiger concluded that the
difference between low- and high-performing teachers when measured by three indicators
was greater significantly than when measured by classroom observations alone.
Northeastern Florida Schools
A review of the literature showed that not all studies confirmed a relationship
between objective performance and subjective ratings. Using data from three consecutive
years, Aunchman (2009) conducted a study to determine if there was a relationship
between Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) total reading and total mathematics scores of
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Florida students in Grades 2-5 and teacher scores on the Teacher Skills Assessment
Checklist, an observational instrument in which teachers were rated on effectiveness
components. The instrument included 22 dimensions grouped into five domains. All
dimensions were rated on a 4-point scale indicating mastery, professionalism,
apprenticeship, or ineffectiveness. The sample for this study was comprised of 41
teachers from three different Florida Northeastern schools. Teachers were categorized
into three groups based on their effect scores, and then their total checklist scores were
correlated to their effect value-added scores. Results indicated that there was not a
significant correlation between Teacher Skills Assessment Checklist scores and valueadded scores (r = .001, p = .986). Further investigation indicated that the two dimensions
that were related the most to student achievement were classroom management and the
monitoring of student progress.
Texas Independent School District
In 2010, Pate conducted a study in the Independent School District in Texas to
determine if a relationship existed between teacher effectiveness, as measured by the
Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS), and fourth and fifth grade
student achievement in reading and mathematics, as measured by the Texas Assessment
of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). This study had a sample size of 55 teachers who were
scored on a 4-point scale; exceeds expectations, proficient, below expectations, and
unsatisfactory, on 52 evaluation criteria in eight domains. Because Domain VIII focused
on student performance, this domain was the portion of the observation instrument used
for this analysis. The results of the study indicated that a relationship did not exist
between the effectiveness of the teachers and student achievement as measured by the
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PDAS and TAKS. The correlation was not statistically significant at the fourth grade
level between teacher effectiveness and student mathematics performance (r = .09, p =
.68) or student reading performance (r = .10, p = .65). Likewise, the correlation was not
statistically significant at the fifth grade level between teacher effectiveness and student
mathematics performance (r = .11, p = .56) or student reading performance (r = .15, p =
.47).
Summary
The review of literature indicated that a majority of the studies concluded that
there is a positive relationship between observation rating scales and value-added scores.
It must be noted that almost all of the studies found in the literature were conducted at the
elementary level using a variety of assessments to determine VAM scores. Kane and
Staiger (2012) emphasized that the success of classroom observations in improving
student learning is contingent on quality implementation. Peterson (2004) said that the
mere existence of behaviors as identified on a checklist or rubric do not equate with
student learning; but rather the appropriateness of how these behaviors were performed.
Individualized Growth Plans
The research on professional development was extensive and tied mostly to its
inadequacies. Reform efforts from experts offered a dichotomy of solutions. Some
researchers recommended that professional development be teacher specific and focused
on what was happening in the classroom while others thought that professional
development should be systemic (McLaughlin, 1990; Tye & Tye, 1984). Some
researchers thought that the change associated with professional development should be
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gradual while others thought that professional development based on a broader scope of
change would result in better implementation (Fullan, 1985; McLaughlin & Marsh,
1978). According to Guskey (1997) reform efforts struggle in tailoring a sound
professional development system as a result of these opposing views.
The literature on current professional development practices supported what
Fullan (2001) found; lots of time had been wasted by teachers attending conferences and
workshops that had resulted in unchanged classroom practices. In order to sustain the
implementation of new classroom practices and meet the guidelines for a successful
professional development program as outlined by Guskey and the National Center for
Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, individualized growth plans are replacing
traditional staff development at the school level (Burke, 2000).
Definition
Individualized growth plans are a format of what the literature refers to as jobembedded professional development. Croft et al. (2010) defined it as “Teacher learning
that is grounded in day-to-day teaching practice and is designed to enhance teachers’
content-specific instructional practices with the intent of improving student learning” (p.
2). Croft et al. further defined job-embedded professional development as a continuous
improvement cycle where solutions are found by teachers for authentic instructional
weaknesses. Job-embedded professional development is aligned with student
achievement through the state standards and school improvement plan goals (Croft et al.,
2010).
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Underlying Assumptions
Individualized growth plans are based on Sparks and Loucks-Horsley’s (1989)
model of individual staff development that stated:
Individuals can best judge their own learning needs and that they are capable of
self-direction and self-initiated learning. It also assumes that adults learn most
efficiently when they initiate and plan their learning activities rather than
spending their time in activities that are less relevant than those they would
design….The model also holds that individuals will be most motivated when they
select their own learning goals based on their personal assessment of their needs.
(p. 42)
In its review of professional development, the National Center for Education
Evaluation and Regional Assistance concluded that key factors associated with successful
professional development included it being specific to individual teachers’ needs, based
on student data, and built around a system in which time was allotted for practice and
reflection (NGA Center for Best Practices, 2009). Guskey’s (1997) meta-analysis of
research on professional development led him to conclude that there were four principles
upon which professional development programs tied to student achievement were based:
(a) they had student learning as their goal, (b) they focused on organizational change in
addition to individual change, (c) they required teachers to make changes that were small
yet aligned with a larger vision, and (d) they had ongoing professional development
embedded within the daily professional responsibilities.
According to Burke (2000) there are six distinct differences between the inservice model and the individualized growth plan model. The individualized growth
plans are (a) ongoing, (b) determined by the teacher, (c) focused on professional growth,
(d) focused on collaboration, (e) contextual, and (f) based on ownership. Burke further
noted that the teacher determines the area of concern or new instructional strategy for the
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professional development based on student needs and personal teaching goals aimed at
improving the quality of teaching, expanding their knowledge base and skill repertoire,
and gaining a better understanding of teaching and learning best practices. Practitioner
research needs to be intentional and built upon a systematic plan including data that have
been gathered, documented and reported (Barnatt, 2008).
Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999) coined the term “inquiry as stance” to describe
the process that teachers must use in order to successfully acquire knowledge to guide
their practice. As Cochran-Smith and Lytle explained, the process is not an isolated
occurrence but rather cyclical and recursive throughout a teacher’s career. Practitioner
research is also collaborative in nature (Cochran-Smith, Barnatt, Friedman, & Pine,
2009). The questions on which inquiry of student learning are based must be broad
(Barnatt, 2008). The result of the inquiry should be aimed at changing practices,
providing new understandings, and prompting further inquiry (Barnatt, 2008).
According to Darling-Hammond and Bransford (2005):
Teachers learn to teach in a community that enables them to develop a vision for
their practice; a set of understandings about teaching, learning, and children;
dispositions about how to use this knowledge; practices that allow them to act on
their intentions and beliefs; and tools that support their efforts. (p. 385)
Teachers must have a curricular vision, or a sense of direction, in their teaching (DarlingHammond & Bransford, 2005). Darling and Bransford noted that this vision was critical
along with the knowledge of best practices not only to help teachers reflect on their
teaching but also to guide their professional practices.
Cochran-Smith et al. (2009) conducted a mixed method study of teacher
candidates at Boston College to explore their practitioner inquiries. Forty-six inquiries
were randomly selected and scored on a 100-point rubric. The results of the study

41

indicated that inquiries with high ratings were associated with teachers who possessed
curricular vision as evident from their linkage of classroom interventions and
instructional methods with their broader understandings of pupils as learners and
classrooms as learning cultures. Cochran-Smith et al. (2009) further found that higher
rated inquiries utilized multiple data sources to measure student learning, teaching
strategies that were designed to address the full range of learning levels, and reflection
that resulted in modifications to teaching practices. Finally, this study concluded that
teachers who saw inquiry as recursive and understood that teaching was a continuous
process of responding to data of practice had higher inquiry ratings (Cochran-Smith, et
al., 2009).
Impact on Student Achievement
Quantitative Outcomes
Dunaway, Do-Hong, and Szad (2010) concluded that “When systems invest in
teacher knowledge and skills, a greater increase in student achievement occurs-more than
with any other use of educational funds” (p. 6). Lawrence and the Florida State
Department of Education (1974) in reviewing 97 in-service programs found that
personalized programs with individualized objectives and activities were more successful
in achieving their objectives than experiences that were the same for everyone. Geringer
(2003) likewise stated that in school districts where individualized growth plans were
being fully implemented coupled with reflection; an improvement in student performance
was evident. Dunaway’s et al. (2010) review of literature on individual growth plans
demonstrated that when individual growth plans were built around research-based
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practices, the knowledge, skills, and performance of a teacher increased as well as student
learning.
Although the National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance
reviewed 1,300 studies in 2007 to determine if there was a correlation between
professional development and student achievement, only nine of the studies could be
used to draw conclusions that were reliable and valid (NGA Center for Best Practices,
2009). These nine studies concluded that professional development could impact student
achievement and teaching practices. In fact the studies’ findings indicated that 49 hours
of professional development with a single focus could improve student achievement
scores by as much as 21 percentile points.
Wallace (2009) studied the effects of professional development on instructional
practices in third through eighth grade reading and mathematics in Tennessee and
Connecticut to determine its effect on student learning gains. The results indicated that
“The effects of professional development on teacher practice are small to moderate, with
very small but occasionally significant indirect effects on student outcomes” (p. 591).
Consistent in research findings was the fact that professional development as it was
currently implemented in most states did not contain the critical elements necessary to
have a positive impact on student achievement (Hill, 2009).
Cameron (2011) studied the impact of professional growth plans on student
achievement in the Kennewick School District in Washington. The school district had
been implementing a program called Professional Growth Plans for Clock Hours for four
years in which teacher volunteers could use the hours devoted to implementing the plans
in place of the required time spent in professional development workshops to gain hours
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for certificate renewal. In comparing the Washington Assessment of Student Learning
scores of schools with a 33% professional growth plan participation rate to those with a
4% participation rate, no effect on the passing rates was noted.
Qualitative Outcomes
In surveying teachers on individualized growth plans, Peterson, Wahlquist, Bone,
Thompson, and Chatterton (2001) found that morale improved with 82.5% of the teachers
enjoying the growth plans due to the increased control of their learning. Peterson et al.
also concluded that individual growth plans led to increased reflection about the practice
of teaching as compared to generic professional development opportunities.
Dunaway, et al. (2010) conducted a qualitative study on individual growth plans
in the Iredell-Statesville School system in North Carolina where they had been
implementing them for three years. Both teachers and administrators responded to a
survey instrument with a 5-point Likert scale focusing on the process, purpose, and the
value of individual growth plans. The results indicated that the teachers thought that an
appropriate measurement of the plan was improved performance, and the attainment of
the goals should be included in their summative evaluations. The teachers indentified a
fault of the system as being its fall-to-spring cycle instead of a spring-to-spring cycle.
The survey results also indicated that teachers did not see the individual growth plan as
having a significant impact on the learning outcomes of students and school-wide
performance. The principals’ overall scores were higher than the teachers’ indicating that
they took the process more seriously and saw it as more collaborative in nature.
Dunaway et al. (2010) concluded that further research is needed on a larger scale.
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According to Dunaway et al. professional growth at the individual level is necessary for
organizational growth to occur.
Summary
The link between student achievement and professional development of teachers
is still not clear. Although there is a lot of research focused on practitioner inquiry at the
pre-service level as well as descriptive procedural findings, the empirical research with
regards to the consequences of practitioner inquiry on student learning are limited.
Studies that seek to discover a connection between a teacher’s professional growth and
student achievement are typically small scale, and when they are conducted on a larger
scale, they are usually qualitative based on self-evaluations and teacher opinions. The
review of literature resulted in few studies that linked professional development with
student academic outcomes and no studies were located that directly determined the
relationship between the job-embedded professional development format of
individualized professional growth plans and student academic outcomes.
Collaboration and Mutual Accountability
Definition
Although there were several models including the components of collaboration
and mutual accountability, the most prominent model in literature was what DuFour
(2004) called professional learning communities (PLCs). Bolam et al. (2005) defined a
professional learning community as “A community with the capacity to promote and
sustain the learning of all professionals in the school community with the collective
purpose of enhancing student learning” (p. 145). DuFour (2004) further emphasized
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teacher collaboration as a critical component of this process as well. In reviewing studies
relative to collaboration and mutual accountability among teachers, professional learning
communities will be used synonymously.
Teacher Outcomes
According to Musanti and Pence (2010), extensive qualitative research has been
conducted focusing on collaboration across all disciplines. More specifically in
education, research has concluded that professional development aimed at developing
collaboration positively improves teaching effectiveness (Berry, Daughtrey, & Wieder,
2009; Fulton & Britton, 2011; Musanti & Pence, 2010). Musanti and Pence (2010) found
that collaboration furthered teachers’ opportunities to develop networks through which
practices could be reflectively shared, teaching and learning beliefs could be discussed,
and knowledge could be co-constructed. Reform efforts most recently have emphasized
collaboration among teachers (Brownell, Yeager, Rennells, & Riley, 1997; Louis, Marks,
& Kruse, 1996).
Brownell et al. (1997) in their review of research on collaboration in educational
settings found that increased teacher collaboration was associated with greater efficacy,
improved affect, and an enhanced knowledge base. Because research has shown that
increased self-efficacy among teachers was associated with increased student
achievement, it was concluded that teacher collaboration had a positive impact on student
achievement (Englert, Tarrant, & Rozendal, 1993; Ross, 1992). Smylie, Lazarus, and
Brownlee-Conyers (1996) in studying teacher control and autonomy found a negative
relationship between teacher autonomy and student achievement. They therefore
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concluded that collaboration including mutual accountability would improve student
learning.
In a qualitative study of 1,213 Tennessee teachers in 78 elementary schools,
Rosenholtz and Simpson (1990) concluded that teachers with experience were satisfied
from collaborating with colleagues. They reported that sharing ideas to improve student
performance increased their commitment. Katzenbach and Smith (1993) concluded from
studying teams from 47 organizations that they outperformed teachers who worked in
isolation. Additionally, when teachers collaborated about instruction, they held higher
student and teacher expectations, they were more innovative, and they demonstrated a
stronger commitment to teaching. According to Goddard, Goddard, and TschnnenMoran (2007), although collaboration enabled teachers to enhance their experiential and
pedagogical knowledge contributing to improved instruction and therefore student
achievement, this remained to be only theoretical until further research was conducted
that directly linked student outcomes with collaboration.
Student Outcomes
According to Schmoker (2004), collaboration among teachers has a significant
effect on student performance. Several studies had been conducted to determine the
impact of collaboration on student outcomes. Supovitz (2002) studied reform efforts in
the Cincinnati Public Schools based on small learning communities. This study looked at
reform involving teams of teachers in Grades 4-8 who worked collaboratively to develop
instructional strategies for improving the learning of the students in writing, reading,
mathematics, science, and citizenship for whom they were accountable. The teachers
through survey responses reported more collaboration and interactions with their
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colleagues as a result of the reform efforts; however, collective instructional practices
were limited with 70% of the respondents indicating low usage, 25% of the respondents
indicating moderate usage, and only 5% of the respondents indicating high usage.
Teacher groups spent more time collaborating on preparation and grouping strategies
than on instructional practices. The study concluded that there was a positive relationship
that was statistically significant between collective instructional practices and student
achievement in 14 of the 25 grade level subject areas studied. The correlations ranged
from .05 in fifth grade citizenship to .23 in fourth grade writing. Supovitz concluded that
professional learning communities that focus on discussions centered on the relationship
between instructional strategies and student performance result in significant student
learning gains. He found that for every .10 standard deviation a team incorporated
collective instructional practices, test scores would increase by .10 standard deviations.
Phillips (2003) conducted a case study over a three-year period in a Texas urban
middle school in which the teachers collaboratively targeted students who were
underachieving in reading, mathematics, science, writing, and social studies. As a result,
student achievement on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) went from
50% of the students passing all subject area tests in 1999-2000 to 90% of the students
passing all subject area tests in 2001-2002.
Strahan found similar results in 2003 when he studied the third through fifth grade
students in three struggling North Carolina elementary schools with an average minority
rate of 77% and an average free and reduced lunch rate of 74%. In 1997 all three schools
had less than half of the students score on grade level or above according to the North
Carolina end-of-grade assessments. After five years of implementing a collaborative
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culture in which teachers shared accountability for students, in 2002 the average
percentage of students on or above grade level at all three schools rose to an average
percentage of 75.6.
Hollins, McIntyre, DeBose, Hollins, and Towner (2004) studied a California
elementary school in an urban school district with 300 Grade K-5 students and an African
American population of 91% to determine the impact of collaboration on student
achievement. Collaboration consisted of identifying and implementing new practices
through a collective team approach in order to meet student needs. The Stanford
Achievement Test was used to compare baseline scores to scores over a two-year period.
In reading at the second grade level there was an increase of 28% of the students scoring
above the 25 percentile as compared to a 12% increase at the district. In reading at the
third grade level there was an increase of 31% of the students scoring above the 25
percentile as compared to 9% at the district.
Gruenert (2005) investigated the relationship between the collaborative culture of
a school and student achievement. He surveyed 2,750 elementary, middle, and high
school teachers from 81 Indiana schools. The survey instrument provided a score based
on 35 collaborative item descriptors grouped into six factors. These factors were each
correlated with mathematics and language art Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational
Progress (ISTEP) scores. Findings indicated that schools that had a more collaborative
culture at all levels had higher ISTEP scores on average. The strongest correlations were
associated with teachers viewing themselves as learners (r = .278 for mathematics and r =
.234 for language arts), a clear and unifying mission statement (r = .455 for mathematics
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and r = .397 for language arts), and parent involvement (r = .471 for mathematics and r =
.506 for language arts).
Goddard et al. (2007) conducted a study in an urban, midwestern school district
using a random sample of 452 elementary teachers across 47 schools who taught 2,536
fourth grade students. The level of collaboration among teachers was measured using a
survey and was then correlated to student assessment data using a state standardized
assessment to determine if collaborative practices among teachers aimed at school
improvement were related to student achievement. The results indicated that students’
mathematics and reading performance were better at schools that had a higher level of
collaboration among its teachers. More specifically, an increase of one standard
deviation in the level of collaboration among teachers was associated with an increase of
.08 standard deviations in a school’s average achievement in mathematics and .07
standard deviations in a school’s average achievement in reading.
Jackson and Bruegmann (2009) studied third through fifth grade teachers from
1995-2006 in North Carolina to determine the collective effect of same grade level
teacher peers on the achievement of students on standardized tests. The study concluded
that gains on test scores were greater for students whose teachers had peer teachers with
higher value-added mathematics and reading mean estimates. Results further indicated
that an improvement of one standard deviation in the estimated quality of a peer teacher
was associated with an increase in reading scores of .026 and in mathematic scores of
.0398. Jackson and Bruegmann further concluded that 20% of value-added teacher
effects as measured by student test gains could be attributed to collaborative expertise.
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The Teachers Network, a national nonprofit organization, carried out a national
survey involving 1,210 teacher leaders to determine the role collaboration played in their
effectiveness (Berry et al., 2009). As a result of collaboration, 90% of the teachers
thought that it contributed to the improvement of their teaching, and over 75% thought
that it contributed to improvement of their school overall.
Summary
Overall the research on collaboration aimed at improving instructional practice
confirms its positive effect on student achievement. Providing teachers with ongoing
opportunities to share information about students, instruction, and challenges results in a
mutual responsibility focused on gains. Although the research indicated a relationship
between teacher collaboration and student achievement, it did not provide conclusive
evidence of a cause-effect relationship due to the nature of the studies.
Value-Added Assessment
Definition
“A value-added model is a statistical model that uses student-level growth scores
to differentiate teacher performance in the area of student learning growth” (American
Institute for Research, 2011, slide 14). According to the American Institute for Research,
unique factors associated with students and schools are separated from those factors
associated with a teacher. Value-added models consider students’ test scores both current
and historically to estimate the effect that a teacher had on their learning growth (Hill et
al., 2010). Student learning based on past test scores is used to predict future
performance (American Institute for Research, 2011). The difference between a
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student’s predicted performance and his actual performance signifies the value added by
the classroom teacher’s instruction (American Institute for Research, 2011). According
to Hill et al. (2010), the value-added model has grown in popularity because of the
evidence that suggests that teachers influence their students’ learning growth. In fact,
Nye, Konstantopoulos, and Hedges (2004) found that teacher effect accounted for 11% of
the variation in student assessment gains. Gordon (2008) further found that the best
predictor of teachers’ value-added performance was their value-added scores from the
previous year.
Models
Hill et al. (2010) conducted a survey of school districts across the United States
that used value-added scores for accountability purposes and found that there was little
agreement as to the value-added model specifications. A variety of value-added models
exist and are being used that differ on the covariates being controlled as well as the
number of previous year data included in the formula (Hill et al., 2010). Gordon (2008)
conducted a study to determine the impact of controlling for student background
characteristics when determining the effect of a teacher on student achievement. Student
test scores in mathematics were used to determine teacher value-added scores when only
controlling for student baseline scores. Then further controls including race, ethnicity,
gender, socioeconomic status, and language were controlled and the value-added scores
recalculated. Gordon found that the correlation between the value-added scores was 0.98
and therefore concluded that as long as baseline test scores were being controlled; models
that included additional controls only made modest differences in value-added scores.

52

According to Hill et al. (2010), the most widely used model, the Education Value
Added Assessment System (EVAAS) Multiple Response Model (MRM), does not
control for student nor school effects but does control for district effects in the state
model by using scaled scores from statewide distributions. Based on 24 years of
research, Sanders (2006) argued the merits of this model as being the most robust and
conservative.
Newton, Darling-Hammond, Haertel, and Thomas (2010) conducted a study of
250 San Francisco Bay Area secondary mathematics and English language arts teachers
to determine the stability of teacher effectiveness value-added ratings across years,
classes or courses taught, and statistical models based on the California Standards Tests.
Five models were used to calculate teacher effect, four of which were included in this
summary because of their popularity. Results were based on models using only prior
achievement, prior achievement and student characteristics, prior achievement and school
fixed-effects, and prior achievement along with student characteristics and school fixedeffects. Results indicated that the teacher ratings among the four models were correlated
at a high level between .83 and .93. Newton et al. (2010) concluded that the differences
in teacher rankings were significantly related to student demographics which in this study
included ethnicity, gender, parents’ level of education, and socioeconomic status. When
the same teachers taught one class of higher-track students one year and another class of
lower-achieving students the other year, their ranking was significantly higher for the
higher-track students. In fact, teachers ranked in the 7th to 9th deciles with higher-track
students compared to the 1st to 3rd deciles with lower-achieving students. Newton et al.
(2010) further cautioned using value-added measures due to compositional or contextual
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effects. That is, students’ achievement was not only affected by individual characteristics
but also by the other students’ characteristics in the class.

Because of the increasing

prominence of value-added assessment relative to the effectiveness of teachers, there is
an increased amount of research being conducted exploring the sensitivity of estimates
based on various models (Papay, 2011).
Reliability
Koedel and Betts (2007) conducted a study that examined the effects of San
Diego elementary school teachers’ value-added scores in reading and mathematics to
student performance on the Stanford 9 standardized exam. The sample was comprised of
16,000 students in Grades 2-5 and 1,000 teachers. Koedel and Betts concluded that a
change in teacher quality by one standard deviation in mathematics resulted in a 0.41
change in student years and an average test score gain of 0.26; whereas a change in
teacher quality by one standard deviation in reading resulted in a 0.31 change in student
years and an average test score gain of 0.19. Koedel and Betts also found that teacher
qualifications that were observable were weakly related to teacher quality as measured by
value-added scores, and only 0.9 to 1.4% of the variance in teacher quality could be
explained by compensation. When examining the consistency of value-added scores over
time, Koedel and Betts found that the teachers in the top and bottom quintiles were more
likely to retain their positions as compared to those teachers in the middle. Koedel and
Betts further cautioned the reader that high levels of estimation errors resulted in
relatively low reliability with the variance decomposition indicating teacher quality
variance at 60% of the total fixed-effects variance in mathematics and 50% of the total
fixed-effects variance in reading. Additional research conducted on value-added scores
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also indicated that they were made up of equal amounts of variance contributed to error
and real score (Lockwood, Louis, & McCaffrey, 2002; McCaffrey, Sass, Lockwood, &
Mihaly, 2009).
An executive summary of The Economic Policy Institute concluded that
researchers who had analyzed VAM results found that the methodology was not reliable
in identifying effective and non-effective teachers (Baker, Barton, Darling-Hammond,
Haertel, Ladd, Linn, Ravitch, Rothstein, Shavelson, & Shepard, 2010). Several inclusive
studies had shown that a teacher’s effectiveness according to VAM fluctuates over time,
statistical models, and classes. According to the Board on Testing and Assessment of the
National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences, teacher effectiveness
based on VAM scores are not reliable enough to be considered in making operational
decisions (Baker et al., 2010). According to Baker et al. the fact that students are not
assigned to teachers randomly and their home and school experiences vary, means that
even if student characteristics are controlled in statistical models, they cannot be used to
accurately judge teacher effectiveness. Baker et al. based this on the fact that education
is cumulative, and a single teacher does not account for the total achievement of a
student. Ishii and Rivkin (2009) also concluded that family heterogeneity is difficult to
control, and not accounting for differences among families impacts measurements of
teacher quality unless classrooms are assigned randomly when making student placement
decisions. Even when students are randomly assigned to teachers, Ishii and Rivkin
pointed out how school and family efforts to compensate for poor teacher quality; such
as, tutoring and additional parent support can mask a poor-quality teacher’s value-added
score.
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McCaffrey, Lockwood, Koretz, Louis, & Hamilton (2004) questioned the
reliability of VAM results due to the sampling error associated with small class sizes
especially at the elementary level and the compounded measurement error associated
with multiple years of testing. Baker et al. (2010) found an error rate of 26% when using
three years of data and an error rate of 36% when one year of data was available. This
means that one out of four teachers when using three years of data and one out of three
teachers when using one year of data could be misclassified as effective or not effective
based on VAM results. Additionally, Koretz (2008), a testing expert, found that in order
to use value-added models to measure growth across grade levels, the test should be
vertically scaled, or measure test content from year to year along a continuum. Koretz
found that many standard based assessments used to determine VAM are not vertically
scaled.
A Measures of Effective Teaching study funded by the Gates Foundation reported
reliability for VAM to be 0.3 to 0.5 when based on data from three years (Harris, 2012).
This means that of the teachers who ranked in the top quintile according to their VAM
one year, only 28 to 50 percent were ranked similarly in subsequent years, and 4 to 5
percent moved from the top quintile to the bottom quintile.
Validity
Hill et al. (2010) studied the congruence of survey, observation, and value-added
data related to teacher quality of 24 middle school mathematics teachers within a
southwestern school district. The instruments used in the study included the state
mathematics assessment, a mathematics knowledge test composed of 159 survey items,
and a mathematical quality of instruction observational instrument. Hill et al. concluded
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that despite controlling for past performance, students past scores were strong predictors
of teachers’ value-added scores with an r value of 0.27 to 0.53. In other words, teachers
with higher level students had, on average, higher value-added scores. Sanders (2006)
argued that since measurement error biases covariate adjustment models, using previous
tests scores from at least three years minimizes this problem.
Braum (2005) noted that the value-added scores were more unstable for teachers
at the lower and upper ends of the scale. A study conducted by Sass (2008) of five larger
urban school districts found that of the teachers ranked according to their value-added
scores in the bottom 20% on effectiveness, less than one third were ranked in the bottom
20% the second year while another third was ranked in the top 40%. Likewise, among
the teachers ranked in the top 20% in the first year, in the second year only one third
remained in the top 20%. Another study conducted by McCaffrey et al. (2009) found that
year-to-year correlations of teacher quality ranged from 0.2 to .4. Based on their studies
and review of research of VAM, Baker et al. (2010) concluded that “There is not a stable
construct measured by value-added measures that can readily be called teacher
effectiveness” (p. 13).
Outcome Measures
Using six years of longitudinal data, Papay (2011) compared the value-added
scores for teachers based on two different mathematics Stanford Achievement Test
(SAT) subscales. Papay concluded that the choice of outcome measure had a greater
impact on the value-added score than the model used. Papay further studied the
phenomenon by comparing the value-added score for teachers based on three different
reading achievement test scores; the SAT, the state assessment, and the Scholastic
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Reading Inventory. The results indicated a statistically significant correlation between
the value-added scores derived from the three tests. Therefore, Papay concluded that
teachers whose students perform well on one assessment score similarly on similar
assessments. Papay further concluded that although there was a moderate correlation
between the subsequent value-added scores, the rank of teachers based on the scores
differed considerably. According to Papay, “If this district implemented a high-stakes
pay-for-performance program similar to the one currently operating in Houston, Texas,
simply switching the outcome measure would affect the performance bonuses for nearly
half of all teachers and the average teacher’s salary would change by more than $2,000”
(p. 165).
Corcoran, Jennings, and Beveridge (2011) further supported Papay’s (2011)
findings about the impact of different tests on value-added measures with the results from
a study they conducted with fourth and fifth grade reading and mathematics students in
Houston. The Houston Independent School District administered two standardized tests;
the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), a low-stakes test used for diagnostic purposes, and
the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test, a high-stakes test used to
reward and punish teachers. Using these two tests, Corcoran et al. (2011) conducted a
study to determine if value-added ratings differed based on the test administered. Results
indicated that teacher effect was magnified on high-stake tests by 15-31% resulting in
inconsistent teacher ratings across tests. A teacher’s value-added estimate on the SAT as
compared to the TAKS was only modestly correlated in both reading, r = .499 and
mathematics r = .587. Therefore, value-added on the low-stakes test was not a predictor
of value-added on the high stakes test. Corcoran et al. concluded that there was a
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stronger correlation in teacher effects on the same test between subjects than on different
tests in the same subject area. Corcoran et al. concluded that based on these correlations,
a highly effective teacher as identified by student scores on a state test might not be
highly effective on a low-stakes test even though the subject, time of year, and set of
students were the same. Quintile rankings also varied across tests with only 43% of the
teachers ranked in the top quintile on the SAT also ranked in the top quintile on the
TAKS.
Florida’s Model
Florida’s value-added model is a covariate adjustment model (Florida Department
of Education, 2011). In other words, statistical methods are used to compensate for an
imbalance caused by the influence of variables that cannot be controlled. Based on up to
three years of student data, a predicted performance value is determined for each student
after accounting statistically for student, classroom, and school characteristics using a
value-added model. The following are the student- and classroom-level characteristics
being controlled as identified by the Florida Department of Education (2011):











up to two prior years of achievement scores,
the number of subject-relevant courses in which the student is enrolled that are
linked to an FCAT test by course code,
Students with Disabilities (SWD) status receiving special education services,
English Language Learner (ELL) status enrolled in a program for less than two
years,
gifted status,
attendance, or number of days present,
mobility, or number of transitions within the school year,
difference from modal age of students in that grade across the state,
class size, or the number of students linked to a teacher, and
homogeneity of students’ entering test scores in the class as a continuous variable
based on the interquartile range. (p. 14)
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To control for school-level characteristics, a school component is also calculated.
It is based on the average student performance in a school that differs from the statistical
expectation. In calculating the VAM score for a teacher, 50% of the school component
will be attributed to the teacher. According to the Florida Department of Education
(2011), “One recognizes that the teacher contributes somewhat to the overall school
component, but there are factors imbedded in that component that are beyond his/her
direct control and that he/she should not directly be held accountable for” (p. 16). Once a
student’s predicted performance is calculated, the difference between the actual
performance and the predicted performance is the value-added by the teacher.
Summary
The reliability of VAM scores was questioned in the literature based on levels of
estimation error, sampling error, and the inability to control for variables that impact
assessment results beyond school and teacher effects. Likewise, researchers challenged
the validity of VAM scores. Research confirmed that VAM scores fluctuated from year
to year, especially for those teachers in the bottom quartile rating, and therefore, the
stability of the construct being measured was likewise questioned. Although various
value-added models exist, according to research, the most important covariates to control
to assure a strong correlation between the value-added score and student achievement are
baseline scores, student demographics, and outcome measures.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between the
professional practices components of the School Board of Brevard County Instructional
Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument and student achievement as
measured by a teacher’s value-added measurement score. With the 2011-2012 school
year being the initial year of implementation for the instrument, the problem existed of
needing to confirm the quality of the instrument as determined by its construct validity to
assure that it served the intended purpose of measuring quality instruction. This chapter
contains a detailed explanation of the design of the research that was conducted, a
description of the population, the procedures used to conduct the research, the
instrumentation used to gather the data, and data analysis procedures relative to the
research questions and hypotheses for the study. Permission was granted by Dr. Debra
Pace on April 1, 2012 to reproduce all Brevard County Public School evaluation figures
and instruments included in this chapter (see Appendix D for Permission to Reproduce).
Research Design
This quantitative, correlational research study was designed to test the extent to
which there was a relationship between the professional practices component ratings and
the value-added assessment score on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional
Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument. The extent to which relationships
exist was not to suggest causal inference.
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Population
This study’s population was comprised of all Brevard Public School fulltime
instructional personnel during the 2011-2012 school year in Grades 4-10 in which
reading and/or mathematics was taught, FCAT was administered, and they received a
teacher aggregated VAM score as opposed to a school aggregated VAM score or a
combination thereof. A list of the specific courses included in this study is located in
Appendix E. Instructional personnel received a teacher aggregated VAM score if (a) they
were hired as a first-year teacher for the 2011-2012 school year, (b) they had a
combination of two VAM estimate scores for any two years, or (c) they had three years
of VAM estimate scores (Brevard Public Schools, 2011). The population excluded the
instructional personnel at charter schools, the adult education centers, alternative learning
centers, virtual schools, and the school board department. The total number of
instructional personnel who met the criteria for participation was 1,138. This population
was comprised of 736 (64.68%) elementary school teachers, 177 (15.55%) middle school
teachers, 59 (5.18%) junior/senior high school teachers, and 166 (14.59%) high school
teachers. The gender of the population was 984 (86.47%) females and 154 (13.53%)
males. The ethnicity of the population was 3 (.26%) American Indian or Alaskan, 6
(.53%) Asian or Pacific Islander, 51 (4.48%) Hispanic, 70 (6.15%) Black, and 1,008
(88.58%) White, Non-Hispanic. Years experience of the population was 505 (44.38%) 010 years experience, 413 (36.29%) 11-20 years experience, 159 (13.97%) 21-30 years
experience, 59 (5.18%) 31-40 years experience, and 2 (.18%) 41 and higher years
experience.
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Methods of Data Collection
The data for this study were based on 2011-2012 Brevard Public Schools
instructional personnel evaluation scores accessible with permission from the Human
Resource Department where every teacher’s Evaluation Summary Calculation Form was
filed (see Appendix F for the Evaluation Summary Calculation Form). The Evaluation
Summary Calculation Form contains all of the professional practices ratings used for this
study. It consists of four subscales including the Formative Evaluation Observation
Component and the Continuous Professional Improvement Component that were the
focus of this study. The Formative Evaluation Observation Component measures
instructional practices, and the Continuous Professional Improvement Component
measures professional development. The Formative Evaluation Observation Component
consists of two subscales including the Quality of Instruction dimensions and the
Professional Responsibility, Conduct and Relationships dimensions. The Continuous
Professional Improvement Component consists of three subscales including Professional
Growth Plan Development, Professional Growth Plan Implementation, and Collaboration
and Mutual Accountability. Although this form contains additional data, it was not
needed for this study. Aggregated teacher VAM scores were provided by the State
Department of Education following the release of the 2012 FCAT scores to the school
district for all teachers of reading and mathematics who administered the FCAT.
A list of all instructional personnel who met the parameters for the population was
obtained from the school district human resource database. Demographic information for
the instructional personnel along with their data were matched by employee number, then
de-identified with a dummy code, and finally compiled into Microsoft Excel. For
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statistical analysis, these data were entered into the software program The Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). Approval for this study was submitted to The
University of Central Florida Institutional Review Board and the Brevard Public Schools
(see Appendix G for the IRB Review and Brevard Public Schools Research Approval).
Instrumentation
The School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal Instrument is divided into two separate components; Professional Practices and
Student Performance (Brevard Public Schools, 2011). The Professional Practices
component is comprised of a possible 21 points based on seven dimensions of Florida’s
Accomplished Practices, a possible 10 points for the development of a Professional
Growth Plan, a possible 8 points for the implementation of a Professional Growth Plan,
and a possible 8 points for working collaboratively with colleagues and being mutually
accountable for student performance. The Student Performance component of the
instrument is comprised of a possible 35 points for the value-added growth measure, a
possible 5 points for collaborative team effort in closing the achievement gap of the
lowest 25% students in reading and/or mathematics, a possible 5 points for the
implementation and achievement of School Improvement Plan goals, a possible 2 points
for achieving the Professional Growth Plan targets, and a possible 3 points for student
achievement in science and overall as regressed against similar demographic school data
within the state of Florida. In addition to the 97 possible points inclusive of these two
components, a possible 3 points are awarded for the alignment of the professional
practices with student growth measures. See Figure 3 for a visual representation of the
Performance Appraisal Model as outlined above.
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Figure 3: Performance Appraisal Model (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, p.17).
The points for the Professional Practices components of the instrument are
recorded onto an Evaluation Summary Calculation Form which was used to gather the
data for this study (see Appendix F for the Evaluation Summary Calculation Form).
Following is a detailed description of the instruments used to determine the data for the
Evaluation Summary Calculation Form. Since these instruments were designed
specifically for Brevard County Public Schools, the validity of the instruments was based
on the research on which they were designed. No previous evidence for the validity of
the instruments existed beyond their research base because they were not field tested
prior to the 2011-2012 school year implementation. Several procedures have been
planned and executed to assure the reliability of the instrumentation.
Reliability
Inter-rater reliability is the consistency of results by observers using the same
instrument (Lomax, 2007). According to Thornton (2012), inter-rater reliability of an
appraisal instrument will improve if observers are trained on the method of objective
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rating and the rating scales are specific and clearly defined. According to Dori Bisbey,
Director of Educational Leadership and Professional Development, in order to improve
the inter-rater reliability of the Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal system, training has been ongoing (personal communication, April 10, 2012).
Seven sessions were offered in June and July 2011 to provide an overview of the
new instructional personnel performance appraisal system to all leadership team members
along with three teacher leaders from every school. Four sessions were offered in August
2011 to train assistant principals and district review teams on the system. Three
professional growth plan trainings were offered in August and September 2011, one in
each area of the school district, for administrators and the three teachers selected from
each school to be peer review team members on how to use the rubric to score the
professional growth plans. In September 2011, the principals were provided a full day of
formative practice on scoring teachers using the observation rubrics, and in October 2011
the assistant principals were provided the same full day training along with the three
additional training sessions. In November 2011, the principals were given a test for interrater reliability on using the observation rubrics, and in December 2011 and January 2012
assistant principals were given the same test. This test required administrators to view a
short teaching video and score the teacher using the observation rubrics. The results for
the principals (n = 110) indicated a mean score of 38.96 out of a possible 63 points with a
standard deviation of 5.74. The scores ranged from 21 to 52 with a median score of 40.
The results for assistant principals (n = 66) indicated a mean score of 40.86 out of a
possible 63 points with a standard deviation of 4.91. The scores ranged from 29 to 54
with a median score of 41. In January and February 2012, six sessions were offered to
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administrators and secretaries on how to complete identified forms required by schools
for the evaluation. Twenty one-day sessions entitled “Analyzing Rubrics for Effective
Teaching” have been offered to teacher leaders focused on interpreting the observation
rubrics and distinguishing between the descriptors associated with the ratings. Six twoday coaching trainings were conducted for teams of three teachers from each school
designed to assist teachers as they coach their peers. All teachers who attended this
training were required to have clinical educator training (CET) as a prerequisite;
therefore, nine CET trainings were offered. Eight supervisory coaching trainings were
conducted for assistant principals to train them on how to effectively conference with
teachers. All principals were also required to receive a one-day initial training in
coaching and mentoring. In addition to the scheduled trainings as outlined above,
ongoing practice involving viewing teaching videos and scoring them using the
observation rubrics has been conducted at monthly leadership and assistant principal
meetings. Also, it has been encouraged that all district level training be duplicated at the
school level.
Classroom Observation Instrument
The purpose of the Classroom Observation Instrument is to collect data through
the examination of teaching in the classroom in order to provide teachers with feedback
on which to reflect and improve instructional practices (Brevard Public Schools, 2011)
(see Appendix H for the Classroom Observation Instrument). In addition to feedback
provided to teachers through informal classroom walkthroughs, teachers with zero to
three years of teaching experience are required to have two formal observations by an
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administrator, and teachers with four or more years of experience are required to have
one formal observation by an administrator.
The Classroom Observation Instrument measures the level of competency of
teachers in four observable dimensions including Learning Environment, Instructional
Delivery and Facilitation, Assessment, and Relationship with Students. The Learning
Environment dimension consists of eight subscales, or elements, including items such as
“Manages student conduct” and “Maintains a climate of inquiry” (Brevard Public
Schools, 2011, Appendix 24). The Instructional Delivery and Facilitation dimension
consists of six subscales, or elements, including items such as “Employs higher order
questions” and “Differentiates instruction” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 25).
The Assessment dimension consists of four subscales, or elements, including items such
as “Modifies teacher made assessments to accommodate diversity” and “Communicates
assessment data to students and parents” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 26).
The Relationship with Students dimension consists of three subscales, or elements,
including items such as “Demonstrates knowledge of students” and “Creates a positive
environment of respect and rapport” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 27).
For each subscale, or element, a 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory
to distinguished is to be determined. The formative scale for observations is as follows:




Distinguished (3 pts): Indicates performance that consistently exceeds the
requirements of the position and the level of performance commensurate with
the experience of the teacher,
Proficient (2 pts): Indicates performance that consistently meets the
requirements of the position and the level of performance commensurate with
the experience of the teacher,
Professional Support Needed (1 pt): Indicates performance that requires
additional attention to ensure an accepted level of proficiency. Further, this
performance is not characteristic of the requirements for the position and
experience of the teacher,
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Unsatisfactory (0 pts): Indicates performance that does not meet the
minimum requirements of the position and the level of performance
commensurate with the experience of the teacher (Brevard Schools, 2011, p.
20).

There is also a comment section for each subscale, or element, along with a place to
record the date and time of the observation.
Observational Rubrics
The rubrics used for both formative and summative evaluation purposes are based
on the observable Florida Educator Accomplished Practices, or what students seeking to
become certified teachers by state-approved education programs must know, and Brevard
Public School Standards based on research (Brevard Public Schools, 2011) (see
Appendix I for the Observational Rubrics). The rubrics provide a means of measuring
teacher competency as defined by seven dimensions including Instructional Design and
Lesson Planning, Learning Environment, Instructional Delivery and Facilitation,
Assessment, Professional Responsibilities and Ethical Conduct, Relationship with
Students, and Relationship with Parents and Community.
Instructional Design and Lesson Planning
The Instructional Design and Lesson Planning dimension consists of four
subscales, or elements, including “Sets instructional outcomes and aligns instruction with
state-adopted standards” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 5). A 4-point Likert
scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided for each subscale, or
element, as well as a description of specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in
order to obtain the rating. For example, in order to receive a rating of proficient for the
element, “Sets instructional outcomes and aligns instruction with state-adopted
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standards,” a teacher must demonstrate that “Lesson plans are aligned to the district
adopted curriculum maps and district/state assessments” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011,
Appendix 5).
Learning Environment
The Learning Environment dimension consists of eight subscales, or elements,
including “Maintains a climate of inquiry” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 8).
A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided for each
subscale, or element, as well as a description of specific teacher behaviors that must be
evident in order to obtain the rating. For example, in order to receive a rating of
proficient for the element, “Maintains a climate of inquiry,” a teacher must demonstrate
the following: “Engages students in problem solving inquiry-based activities through the
use of high level questioning” and “Student participation and responses indicate
individual understanding of content and/or concepts” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011,
Appendix 8).
Instructional Delivery & Facilitation
The Instructional Delivery & Facilitation dimension consists of six subscales, or
elements, including “Differentiates instruction” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix
10). A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided for
each subscale, or element, as well as a description of specific teacher behaviors that must
be evident in order to obtain the rating. For example, in order to receive a rating of
proficient for the element, “Differentiates instruction,” a teacher must demonstrate
“Evidence of incorporating various differentiated instructional strategies (e.g. ability
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grouping or compacting of lessons) to meet the needs of students with varying learning
styles and abilities” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 10).
Assessment
The Assessment dimension consists of four subscales, or elements, including
“Modifies teacher made assessments to accommodate diversity” (Brevard Public Schools,
2011, Appendix 12). A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished
is provided for each subscale, or element, as well as a description of specific teacher
behaviors that must be evident in order to obtain the rating. For example, in order to
receive a rating of proficient for the element, “Modifies teacher made assessments to
accommodate diversity,” a teacher must demonstrate the following: “Appropriately
differentiates assessments to address the unique learning differences of students that have
a wide range of learning styles and abilities” and “Provides a variety of assessments to
meet the needs of students” and “Students may have choices in their assessments”
(Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 12).
Professional Responsibilities & Ethical Conduct
The Professional Responsibilities & Ethical Conduct dimension consists of five
subscales, or elements, including “Applies technology to organize and communicate
assessment information” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 14). A 4-point Likert
scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided for each subscale, or
element, as well as a description of specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in
order to obtain the rating. For example, in order to receive a rating of proficient for the
element, “Applies technology to organize and communicate assessment information,” a
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teacher must demonstrate “Using technology to communicate student learning and
assessment information to appropriate stakeholders in a timely manner” (Brevard Public
Schools, 2011, Appendix 14).
Relationship with Students
The Relationship with Students dimension consists of three subscales, or
elements, including “Builds relationships through instructional interactions” (Brevard
Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 15). A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory
to distinguished is provided for each subscale, or element, as well as a description of
specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in order to obtain the rating. For example,
in order to receive a rating of proficient for the element, “Builds relationships through
instructional interactions,” a teacher must demonstrate the following: “Teacher allows
and encourages most students to be part of class discussions and interactions” and
“Teacher brings some student interests into the content” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011,
Appendix 15).
Relationship with Parents and Community
The Relationship with Parents and Community dimension consists of ten
subscales, or elements, including “Maintains a family friendly learning environment”
(Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 17). A 4-point Likert scale ranging from
unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided for each subscale, or element, as well as a
description of specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in order to obtain the rating.
For example, in order to receive a rating of proficient for the element, “Maintains a
family friendly learning environment,” a teacher must demonstrate “Maintaining a family
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friendly environment that encourages engagement (inviting climate, opportunities to
volunteer in the classroom, and encourage collaboration with parents)” (Brevard Public
Schools, 2011, Appendix 17).
BPS Instructional Personnel Evaluation Instrument
The BPS Instructional Personnel Evaluation Instrument is used for summative
purposes and measures a teacher’s overall quality of instructional performance as defined
by the Observational Rubrics (Brevard Public Schools, 2011) (see Appendix J for the
BPS Instructional Personnel Evaluation Instrument). The top of the instrument contains
demographic information including the teacher’s name, school year, school name, school
number, contract status, principal or department head name, assignment, and employment
status. The instrument consists of seven performance areas including Instructional
Design and Lesson Planning, Learning Environment, Instructional Delivery and
Facilitation, Assessment, Professional Responsibility and Ethical Conduct, Relationships
with Students, and Relationship with Parents and Community.
Instructional Design and Lesson Planning
Instructional Design and Lesson Planning contains four subscales including
“Requires students to understand and demonstrate skills and competencies” (Brevard
Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 35). Each subscale is scored on a 4-point Likert scale
ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished by both the teacher and the administrator.
The teacher’s scores are averaged together, and the administrator’s scores are averaged
together to arrive at two separate overall scores for this performance area. Space is also
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provided for both the teacher and administrator to provide feedback in the form of a
comment.
Learning Environment
Learning Environment contains eight subscales including “Models and teaches
clear, acceptable communication skills” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 35).
Each subscale is scored on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to
distinguished by both the teacher and the administrator. The teacher’s scores are
averaged together, and the administrator’s scores are averaged together to arrive at two
separate overall scores for this performance area. Space is also provided for both the
teacher and administrator to provide feedback in the form of a comment.
Instructional Delivery and Facilitation
Instructional Delivery and Facilitation contains six subscales including “Applies
varied instructional strategies and resources” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix
36). Each subscale is scored on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to
distinguished by both the teacher and the administrator. The teacher’s scores are
averaged together, and the administrator’s scores are averaged together to arrive at two
separate overall scores for this performance area. Space is also provided for both the
teacher and administrator to provide feedback in the form of a comment.
Assessment
Assessment contains four subscales including “Designs and uses formative and
summative assessments that lead to mastery” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix
36). Each subscale is scored on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to
74

distinguished by both the teacher and the administrator. The teacher’s scores are
averaged together, and the administrator’s scores are averaged together to arrive at two
separate overall scores for this performance area. Space is also provided for both the
teacher and administrator to provide feedback in the form of a comment.
Professional Responsibility and Ethical Conduct
Professional Responsibility and Ethical Conduct contains five subscales including
“Demonstrates professionalism” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 36). Each
subscale is scored on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished
by both the teacher and the administrator. The teacher’s scores are averaged together,
and the administrator’s scores are averaged together to arrive at two separate overall
scores for this performance area. Space is also provided for both the teacher and
administrator to provide feedback in the form of a comment.
Relationships with Students
Relationships with Students contains three subscales including “Displays
knowledge and understanding of how students learn and applies knowledge to building
positive relationships with students” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 37). Each
subscale is scored on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished
by both the teacher and the administrator. The teacher’s scores are averaged together,
and the administrator’s scores are averaged together to arrive at two separate overall
scores for this performance area. Space is also provided for both the teacher and
administrator to provide feedback in the form of a comment.
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Relationships with Parents and Community
Relationships with Parents and Community contains ten subscales including
“Promotes parent understanding of academic standards and expectations” (Brevard
Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 37). Each subscale is scored on a 4-point Likert scale
ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished by both the teacher and the administrator.
The teacher’s scores are averaged together, and the administrator’s scores are averaged
together to arrive at two separate overall scores for this performance area. Space is also
provided for both the teacher and administrator to provide feedback in the form of a
comment.
The average administrator scores for each of the seven performance areas are
totaled to arrive at the Total Observations Points for this instrument. A place is available
for both administrator and teacher comments relative to the overall score, and signature
lines are provided for both the administrator and teacher to verify that the evaluation has
been discussed.
Professional Growth Plan Template
Every teacher is required to write a professional growth plan (PGP). The PGP
process is based on the continuous improvement cycle as shown in Figure 4 in which the
administrator continuously monitors and provides feedback throughout the
implementation of the plan.
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Figure 4: Continuous Improvement Cycle (Brevard Public Schools, 201, Appendix 36).
Measurable student objectives are based on the needs of the students as gathered
through both quantitative and qualitative data sources. Based on a reflection of their
present practices along with research and a review of school improvement goals, the
teacher identifies work plan strategies, timelines, and in-process measures necessary to
meet professional practice outcomes that they have established.
A template is provided for each teacher to submit his PGP to a team of three
teacher leaders and an administrator for review, scoring, and approval (see Appendix K
for the Instructional Professional Growth Plan Template). The instrument consists of
four sections including Rationale for PGP Goal, Professional Growth Plan Goal, Work
Plan Strategies, and Outcome Measures and Reflection.
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Rationale for PGP Goal
This part of the PGP measures how well the teacher “uses a researched, datainformed rationale to develop and analyze goals” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011,
Appendix 19). The teacher provides a narrative of the data sources used to identify a
need, the analysis of data, a reflection of present practice compared to research-based
best practices, and how the goal is a “stretch” based on present practice.
Professional Growth Plan Goal
This part of the PGP measures how well the teacher “uses a researched, datainformed rationale to develop and analyze goals” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011,
Appendix 19). The teacher provides a statement regarding the new practice that will be
implemented as a result of the rationale provided.
Work Plan Strategies
This part of the PGP measures how well the teacher “defines qualitative and
quantitative in-process measuring elements related to refined instructional practice and
enhanced student mastery” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 20). For each work
plan strategy recorded in a table format, the teacher provides the grading period(s) in
which it will be implemented, specific timelines, and the in-process measures used to
provide feedback.
Outcome Measures and Reflection
This part of the PGP measures the impact the change in professional practice will
have on student achievement (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 20). Target goals
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are identified based on changes in professional practice, and student outcomes are also
identified that are specific, measureable, attainable, results-oriented, and time bound.
Individual Professional Growth Plan Development Rubrics
Rubrics were written to guide the development and scoring of the PGP (see
Appendix L for Individual Professional Growth Plan Development Rubrics). The rubrics
provide a way of measuring teacher competency relative to the development of a
professional growth plan as defined by three elements: Development of the Professional
Growth Plan Goal, Work Plan Strategies, and Outcome Measures and Reflections.
Development of the Professional Growth Plan Goal
A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided to
score this element. Descriptions of specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in
order to obtain each rating are also provided. For example, in order to receive the rating
of proficient, a teacher must “Show evidence of means to inform and involve students in
data analysis or instructional delivery improvement efforts” and “Analyze student
assessment data to develop goal/goals that are linked to classroom practice and the school
improvement plan” in addition to five other descriptors (Brevard Public Schools, 2011,
Appendix 19).
Work Plan Strategies
A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided to
score this element. Descriptions of specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in
order to obtain each rating are also provided. For example, in order to receive the rating
of proficient, a teacher must demonstrate that “Strategies are action oriented and
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sustainable” and “There is evidence of defined learning strategies and professional
development to influence changes in the teacher’s instructional practices” in addition to
four other descriptors (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 20).
Outcome Measures and Reflections
A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided to
score this element. Descriptions of specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in
order to obtain each rating are also provided. For example, in order to receive the rating
of proficient, a teacher must demonstrate that “The PGP target goals are connected to
quantitative and/or qualitative measurable data and can be explained by changes in
professional practice” and “Student outcomes and improved practice are identified”
(Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 20).
Professional Growth Plan Development Scoring and Feedback Form
Individual Professional Growth Plans are scored on their development. Three
teacher leaders are selected from among the faculty at each school. The selection process
is left up to the individual school administrator. Using the Individual Professional
Growth Plan Development Rubrics, the three teacher leaders and an administrator
individually read all of their teachers’ Instructional Professional Growth Plans, which
have been de-identified by number, and score them. The Professional Growth Plan
Development Scoring and Feedback Form used by the teacher leaders to score the plans
contains three elements; Development of PGP Goal, Work Plan Strategies, and Outcome
Measures & Reflection (see Appendix M for the Professional Growth Plan Development
Scoring and Feedback Form). A 4- point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to
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distinguished is used for the scoring of each of the three elements. Once the ratings have
been determined and are recorded on the scoring form, the scores are added together to
arrive at a total score. A place to write comments for each of the three elements is also
provided on the form.
Professional Growth Plan Development Administrator Final Scoring and Feedback
Form
The Professional Growth Plan Development Administrator Final Scoring and
Feedback Form is used by the administrator to score the teacher professional growth
plans (see Appendix N for the Professional Growth Plan Development Administrator
Final Scoring and Feedback Form). It is the same as the teacher leaders’ form. The
instrument contains three elements; Development of PGP Goal, Work Plan Strategies,
and Outcome Measures & Reflection. A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory
to distinguished is used for the scoring of each of the three elements. Once the ratings
have been determined and are recorded on the scoring form, the scores are added together
to arrive at a total score. A place to write comments for each of the three elements is also
provided on the form.
In addition to the administrator’s scoring portion of the form, at the bottom of the
form is a chart for calculating a teacher’s final professional growth plan development
score. All teacher leader scores are taken from their Professional Growth Plan
Development Scoring and Feedback forms and transcribed onto this form. A final score
is calculated based on the following formula: “The three teacher-leader assessments will
be added together and then averaged for a sub-final score. The administrator assessment
will be added to the teacher-leader sub-final score and then divided by two. The final
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PGP points will then be rounded to the nearest tenth or a decimal” (Brevard Public
Schools, 2011, p. 19). This is the form that is returned to the teacher after being signed
by an administrator.
Mid-Year Conference Form
A mid-year conference is held by the administrator with each teacher to discuss
progress on the PGP goals. This information is recorded on a Mid-Year Conference
Form (see Appendix O for the Mid-Year Conference Form). This instrument contains
two questions; “How are you progressing on your PGP goal?” and “Are you meeting or
not meeting the goals you established” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 41)?
The instrument was designed to measure a teacher’s progress at the mid-year point,
encourage reflections, and promote “collaborative discussions regarding effective
professional development” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, p. 8). This form is signed by
both the teacher and the administrator.
Individual Professional Growth Plan Implementation Rubrics
Rubrics were written to guide the implementation and scoring of the PGP (see
Appendix P for Individual Professional Growth Plan Implementation Rubrics). The
rubrics provide a way of measuring teacher competency relative to the implementation of
a professional growth plan as defined by three elements: Implements the PGP with
fidelity and professional practice, Seeks feedback and support and shares successful
practice, and In-process monitoring.
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Implements the PGP with Fidelity and Professional Practice
A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided to
score this element. Descriptions of specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in
order to obtain each rating are also provided. For example, in order to receive the rating
of proficient, a teacher must demonstrate “Consistently participates in professional
development” and “While new instructional strategies are implemented, they are
inconsistently integrated into lessons” in addition to one other descriptor (Brevard Public
Schools, 2011, Appendix 21).
Seeks Feedback and Support and Shares Successful Practice
A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided to
score this element. Descriptions of specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in
order to obtain each rating are also provided. For example, in order to receive the rating
of proficient, a teacher must “Share successful practice when asked to do so” and “Seek
feedback and support” in addition to one other descriptor (Brevard Public Schools, 2011,
Appendix 21).
In-Process Monitoring
A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory to distinguished is provided to
score this element. Descriptions of specific teacher behaviors that must be evident in
order to obtain each rating are also provided. For example, in order to receive the rating
of proficient, a teacher must demonstrate that “Reflection is sporadic” and “In-process
efforts provided ongoing formative data related to student mastery and success” in
addition to one other descriptor (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 21).
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Professional Growth Plan Implementation Scoring and Feedback Form
The Professional Growth Plan Implementation Scoring and Feedback Form is
used by both the teacher and administrator at the end of the implementation period to
measure a teacher’s level of implementation (see Appendix Q for the Professional
Growth Plan Implementation Scoring and Feedback Form). The instrument contains
three elements; Implements the PGP with fidelity and professional practice, Seeks
feedback and support and shares successful practice, and In-process monitoring (Brevard
Public Schools, 2011, Appendix 34). A 4-point Likert scale ranging from unsatisfactory
to distinguished is used for scoring each of the three elements. Once the ratings are
determined and recorded on the form, the teacher’s scores are added together and the
administrator’s scores are added together to arrive at a total score for each of them.
These two scores are then averaged together to determine a teacher’s final
implementation score. This form also provides space for both teacher and administrator
comments as well as signature lines for both teacher and administrator.
Collaboration & Mutual Accountability Team Scoring Form
It is the responsibility of the administrators at every school in Brevard County to
provide their teachers with opportunities to collaborate in teams with the purpose of
closing the achievement gap of the lowest 25% students in reading and/or mathematics
by sharing instructional strategies and practices that align with school improvement
(Brevard Schools, 2011, Appendix 22 and 49). In order to measure a teacher’s
collaborative effort in promoting student learning, a Collaboration & Mutual
Accountability Team Scoring Form is completed by every teacher (see Appendix R for
the Collaboration & Mutual Accountability Team Scoring Form).
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The top part of the Collaboration & Mutual Accountability Team Scoring Form
contains demographic information including school name, school/district number, team
member name, team number, and date. A 5-point Likert scale ranging form 0 to 8 points
is provided along with descriptions of teacher behaviors associated with each. For
example, to earn 8 points on the Likert scale for collaboration and mutual accountability
a teacher must “Interact with colleagues in a positive manner to promote student learning
and school-wide success through team efforts, vertical and/or horizontal articulation and
common assessments” along with demonstrating three additional behaviors as stated on
the rubric (Brevard Public Schools, 2011). The members of each person’s team are listed
at the bottom of their form. Beside each team member’s name is a place to provide their
score along with a space for an optional comment. Once these forms are completed, each
team member’s scores are averaged together to arrive at individual team member scores.
Value-Added Growth Measure
“Brevard Public Schools will utilize the state-adopted teacher-level student
growth measure” (Brevard Public Schools, 2011, p. 19). In response to Florida Statute
1008.22 (8), the Florida Department of Education established the Student Growth
Implementation Committee (SGIC) for the purpose of identifying a value-added model to
be used to measure student learning growth (Florida Department of Education, 2012).
This committee was comprised of 27 stakeholders that met for a period of three months
starting in March 2011. Technical recommendations as to which value-added model to
adopt were provided by the American Institute for Research (AIR) that was contracted by
the SGIC. After evaluating several models, the SGIC recommended a covariate
adjustment model. This model uses prior assessment scores as predictors for current
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assessment outcomes while controlling for covariates, or variables that influence learning
growth outside of a teacher’s control. After simulated analyses using various
combinations of covariates, the following covariates were selected to be included in the
model:











up to two years of prior achievement scores,
the number of subject-relevant courses in which the student is enrolled that are
linked to an FCAT test by course code,
Students with Disabilities (SWD) status receiving special education services,
English Language Learners (ELL) status enrolled in a program for less than
two years,
gifted status,
attendance, or number of days present,
mobility, or number of transitions within the school year,
difference from modal age of students in that grade across the state,
class size, or the number of students linked to a teacher, and
homogeneity of students’ entering test scores in the class as a continuous
variable based on the interquartile range (Florida Department of Education,
2011, p. 14).

Each student’s VAM score was obtained by comparing the student’s actual performance
to their predicted performance with the difference being attributed to the teacher. A
positive score indicated that a student did better than predicted, and a negative score
indicated that a student did worse than predicted. A value-added score of zero meant
that a student performed exactly as predicted. A teacher’s VAM score was an aggregate
of the students’ scores they taught. Added to this score was 50 percent of the school
effect. Therefore, the following formula was used to calculate a teacher’s VAM:
Teacher VAM = Teacher Effect + .50 School Effect.
The value-added component for the Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal Instrument is worth 35 points. In converting value-added scores
to points, the school district examined the 2010-2011 VAM scores and established VAM
cut scores for elementary, middle, high school, and alternative schools (see Appendix S
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for Value Added Measures). J. Carr (personal communication, January 14, 2013)
explained how this was accomplished:








Teacher VAM estimates from 2010-2011 school year were placed in a frequency
distribution and analyzed for outliers at both ends of the scale.
The district, during the evaluation development phase, identified that a score of 28
should be the 0 VAM estimate point of a frequency distribution.
The range of each scale was established at the 28 first, making sure that 80% of
the teachers in the district were at the 28 level or above.
Once the range was established, the remaining scale scores 0-35 were established.
This process was done for elementary, middle, high, and alternative learning
sites. The frequency distribution for the middle, high, and alternative learning
sites were shown to be so similar that a single scale would be used for all three
school types. Elementary school frequency distributions showed to be uniquely
different to warrant a different scale.
The teacher VAM estimate for 2011-2012 were received from the state and
passed through the same process as above to validate that the scale was stable.
While seeing minor variations, it was identified that the scales for elementary,
middle, high, and alternative learning sites were consistent, stable, and at the level
identified by the district.

The data were presented for each of the four levels using charts. The charts list the VAM
score ranges along with their corresponding points. For example, a teacher at the
elementary level receiving a VAM score of .47 would earn 31 points on the VAM portion
of their evaluation.
Data Analysis
The problem statement can be summarized by the question “To what extent, if
any, is there a relationship between the professional practices component ratings and the
VAM score on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument?” The study was guided entirely by the following research
questions:
1. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional practices
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
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Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional practices and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
2. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between instructional practices
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between instructional practices and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
3. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between quality of instruction
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between quality of instruction and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
4. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional
responsibility, conduct and relationships and value-added assessment scores
of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard County
Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at Grades
4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional responsibility, conduct and
relationships and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on
the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10.
5. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional
development and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on
the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional development and valueadded assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
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Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10.
6. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between action research
development and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on
the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between action research development and valueadded assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10.
7. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between the implementation of
action research and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel
on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between the implementation of action research
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10.
8. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between collaborative inquiry
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School
Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between collaborative inquiry and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
In determining whether a relationship existed between the professional practices
component ratings and the value-added measurement score as well as the direction and
strength of the relationship, a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was the statistical
method available for use. According to Lomax (2007), the variables must be interval or
ratio data. The variables for the study were all interval data. Lomax also pointed out that
the correlation assumes that the relationship between the two variables is a linear
relationship.
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The correlation coefficient r indicated the direction and strength of the
relationship between the two variables. The relationship was either positive or negative
indicated by the coefficient’s sign. The strength fell on a scale of +1.0 to -1.0 where 0
indicated a weak relationship, + .5 a moderate relationship, and + 1.0 a strong
relationship.
Summary
Chapter 3 detailed the methodology for the quantitative study. Included within
this chapter were an overview, the research design, and a description of the population.
Additionally, methods of data collection were identified, and the instrumentation used to
collect the data was detailed. Finally, the statistical analysis that was used to respond to
the research questions was fully explained. The study was submitted to the Institutional
Review Board for approval.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA
This study evaluated the construct validity of the School Board of Brevard County
Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument. In order to determine
its construct validity, it was necessary to establish if there was a relationship between the
professional practices components of the School Board of Brevard County Instructional
Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument and student learning. For the
purpose of this study, the professional practices components included the Formative
Evaluation Observation Component and the Continuous Professional Improvement
Component, and student learning was determined by a teacher’s aggregated VAM score.
The population of Brevard County Grade 4-10 teachers who received an aggregated
VAM score based on FCAT scores associated with their instruction was used for the
analysis. The statistical test Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was appropriately used
to address the problem of the study. This chapter provides descriptive statistics for the
population followed by data analysis results for the eight research questions included in
this study.
Descriptive Statistics
Population
During the 2011-2012 school year, which was the focus of this study, there were
85 schools in Brevard County excluding charter schools, adult education centers,
alternative learning centers, virtual schools, and the school board department. The

91

composition of these schools included 57 elementary schools, 12 middle schools, 4
junior/senior high schools, and 12 high schools. From these 85 schools, this study was
delimited to all fulltime instructional personnel in Grades 4-10 in which reading and/or
mathematics was taught, the FCAT was administered, and they received a teacher
aggregated VAM score as opposed to a school aggregated VAM score or a combination
thereof. The following criteria were required by an instructional employee in order to
receive a teacher aggregated VAM score: (a) they were hired as a first-year teacher for
the 2011-2012 school year, (b) they had a combination of two VAM estimate scores for
any two years, or (c) they had three years of VAM estimate scores (Brevard Public
Schools, 2011).
The total number of instructional personnel who met the criteria for participation
was 1,138. The majority of participants were elementary school teachers (n = 736,
64.68%), followed by middle school teachers (n = 177, 15.55%), high school teachers (n
= 166, 14.59%), and junior/senior high school teachers (n = 59, 5.18%). The population
included mostly females (n = 984, 86.47%) as compared to males (n = 154, 13.53%).
The majority of the ethnic makeup of the population was White, Non-Hispanic (n =
1,008, 88.58%), followed by Black, Non-Hispanic (n = 70, 6.15%), Hispanic (n = 51,
4.48%), Asian or Pacific Islander (n = 6, .53%), and American Indian or Alaskan (n = 3,
.26%). Teaching experience among the population had a range of 42, with 0 being the
minimum and 42 being the maximum years of experience, and a mean of 13.21. The
majority of the teachers fell within the range of 0-10 years of teaching experience (n =
505, 44.38%), followed by 11-20 years of teaching experience (n = 413, 36.29%), 21-30
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years of teaching experience (n = 159, 13.97%), 31-40 years of teaching experience (n =
59, 5.18%), and 41-46 years of teaching experience (n = 2, .18%).
Findings
The problem statement used as the basis for this study was whether there was a
relationship between the Evaluation Total rating and the Value-Added Assessment score
on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument. A set of research questions and hypotheses specifically guided this
study.
Research Question and Hypothesis #1
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional practices and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional practices and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
The VAM scores ranged from -3.71 to 1.86 with no defined potential range. The
data set had a mean score of .073 (s = .36), a median score of .036, and a variance of
.130. A histogram as show in Figure 5 representing the continuum of scores, confirmed
that the peak of the distribution was represented by the interval -.25 to 0. The distribution
of scores was negatively skewed (-.98) with a positive kurtosis (18.39).
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Figure 5: Teacher Aggregated VAM Histogram.
The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was run on the VAM data resulting in a
significant level of .000 indicating a lack of normality. A Q-Q Plot was also run to
determine the normality of the data. As seen in Figure 6, the data points somewhat
deviated from normality.

Figure 6: Normal Q-Q Plot of Teacher Aggregated VAM Scores.
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In Figure 7 the Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot also indicated a deviation from
normality especially at the lower end of the distribution.

Figure 7: Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Teacher Aggregated VAM Scores.
A box plot, as seen in Figure 8, further indicated that the distribution was not
normal, and there were quite a few outliers. Case Numbers 1,032 and 1,137 were
identified as extreme outliers that were filtered out when running the correlation to
determine their impact on the correlation.
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Figure 8: Box Plot of Teacher Aggregated VAM Scores.
Professional practices were measured by the Formative Evaluation Total rating on
the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument. The ratings ranged from 23 to 47 with a potential range of 0 to 47.
The data set had a mean rating of 41.59 (s = 3.44), a median score of 42, and a variance
of 11.87. A histogram, as shown in Figure 9 representing the continuum of ratings,
confirmed that the peak of the distribution was represented by the interval 40.00 to 45.00.
The distribution of ratings was negatively skewed (-.90) with a positive kurtosis (.99).
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Figure 9: Professional Practices (Formative Evaluation Total) Histogram.
To determine if there was a relationship between professional practices
(Formative Evaluation Total) and the VAM score of instructional personnel on the
School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument, a correlation coefficient was calculated. First, the normality of the
professional practices (Formative Evaluation Total) variable was explored to provide a
clear understanding of its distribution shape and identify any outliers that needed to be
eliminated. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was run on the professional practices
(Formative Evaluation Total) data resulting in a significant level of .000 indicating a lack
of normality. A Q-Q Plot was also run to determine the normality of the data. As seen in
Figure 10, the data points somewhat deviated from normality.
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Figure 10: Normal Q-Q Plot of Professional Practices (Formative Evaluation Total)
Ratings.
In Figure 11 the Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot also indicated a deviation from
normality especially at the lower end of the distribution.

Figure 11: Detrended Q-Q Plot of Professional Practices (Formative Evaluation Total)
Ratings.
A box plot, as seen in Figure 12, further indicated that the distribution was not
normal, and there were quite a few outliers. Case Number 589 was identified as an
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extreme outlier that was filtered out when running the correlation to determine its impact
on the correlation.

Figure 12: Box Plot of Professional Practices (Formative Evaluation Total) Ratings.
To determine the type of statistical correlation to be conducted, a scatterplot was
run to determine whether the variables were bivariately normally distributed or not. As
can be seen in Figure 13, the scatterplot suggested that there was very little relationship
between the variables, but there was not a non-linear relationship. Therefore, a Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation was reasonable in being used to determine if a statistically
significant correlation existed between the two variables. An alpha of .05 was used to
control for the risk of making a Type I error, or the rejection of a true null hypothesis.
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Figure 13: Scatterplot of Professional Practices (Formative Evaluation Total) Ratings
and Teacher Aggregated VAM Scores.
The results of the correlational analysis indicated that there was a positive
relationship between professional practices (Formative Evaluation Total) and the VAM
score, r(1,136) = .206, r2 = .04, p = .000. Shared variance between the two variables was
approximately 4%, generally interpreted to be a small to moderate (Cohen, 1988). Only
4% of the variance in VAM scores was accounted for by the professional practices
(Formative Evaluation Total) ratings. When the correlation was rerun with the three
extreme outliers filtered out, there was still a small to moderate, positive correlation
between the two variables, r(1,133) = .231, r2 = .05, p = .000. The data analysis
confirmed a significant relationship between professional practices (Formative
Evaluation Total) and VAM scores; and therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.

100

Research Question and Hypothesis #2
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between instructional practices and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between instructional practices and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
Instructional practices were measured by the Component 1 – Cumulative Total
rating on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument. The ratings ranged from 6.12 to 21 with a potential range
of 0 to 21. The data set had a mean rating of 18.25 (s = 1.94), a median rating of 18.65,
and a variance of 3.77. A histogram, as shown in Figure 14 representing the continuum
of ratings, confirmed that the peak of the distribution was represented by the interval
20.00 and 25.00. The distribution of ratings was negatively skewed (-.89) with a positive
kurtosis (1.08).

Figure 14: Instructional Practices (Component 1 - Cumulative Total) Histogram.
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To determine if there was a relationship between instructional practices
(Component 1 – Cumulative Total) and the VAM score of instructional personnel on the
School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument, a correlation coefficient was calculated. First, the normality of the
instructional practices (Component 1 – Cumulative Total) variable was explored to
provide a clear understanding of its distribution shape and identify any outliers that
needed to be eliminated. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was run on the instructional
practices (Component 1 – Cumulative Total) data resulting in a significant level of .000
indicating a lack of normality. A Q-Q Plot was also run to determine the normality of the
data. As seen in Figure 15, the data points somewhat deviated from normality at the
lower end of the distribution.

Figure 15: Normal Q-Q Plot of Instructional Practices (Component 1 - Cumulative
Total) Ratings.
In Figure 16 the Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot also indicated a deviation from
normality especially at the lower end of the distribution.
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Figure 16: Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Instructional Practices (Component 1 Cumulative Total) Ratings.
A box plot, as seen in Figure 17, further indicated that the distribution was not
normal, and there were some outliers. Case Number 589 was identified as an extreme
outlier that was filtered out when running the correlation to determine its impact on the
correlation.

Figure 17: Box Plot of Instructional Practices (Component 1 - Cumulative Total)
Ratings.
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To determine the type of statistical correlation to be conducted, a scatterplot was
run to determine whether the variables were bivariately normally distributed or not. As
can be seen in Figure 18, the scatterplot suggested that there was very little relationship
between the variables, but there was not a non-linear relationship. Therefore, a Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation was reasonable in being used to determine if a statistically
significant correlation existed between the two variables. An alpha of .05 was used to
control for the risk of making a Type I error, or the rejection of a true null hypothesis.

Figure 18: Scatterplot of Instructional Practices (Component 1 - Cumulative Total)
Ratings and Teacher Aggregated VAM Scores.
The results of the correlational analysis indicated that there was a positive
relationship between instructional practices (Component 1 – Cumulative Total) and the
VAM score, r(1,136) = .180, r2 = .03, p = .000. Shared variance between these two
variables was approximately 3%, generally interpreted to be a small to moderate effect
(Cohen, 1988). Only 3% of the variability in VAM scores was accounted for by the
instructional practices (Component 1 – Cumulative Total) ratings. When the correlation
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was rerun with the two extreme VAM outliers and the one extreme instructional practices
outlier filtered out, there was still a small to moderate, positive correlation between the
two variables, r(1,333) = .209, r2 = .04, p = .000. The data analysis confirmed a
significant relationship between instructional practices (Component 1 – Cumulative
Total) and VAM scores; and therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
Research Question and Hypothesis #3
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between quality of instruction and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between quality of instruction and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
Quality of instruction ratings ranged from 3.92 to 12 with a potential range of 0 to
12. The data set had a mean rating of 10.24 (s = 1.19), a median rating of 10.42, and a
variance of 1.42. A histogram, as shown in Figure 19 representing the continuum of
ratings, confirmed that the peak of the distribution was represented by the interval 10.00
to 12.00. The distribution of ratings was negatively skewed (-.70) with a negative
kurtosis (-.40).
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Figure 19: Quality of Instruction Histogram.
To determine if there was a relationship between the quality of instruction and the
VAM score of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard County
Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument, a correlation
coefficient was calculated. First, the normality of the quality of instruction variable was
explored to provide a clear understanding of its distribution shape and identify any
outliers that needed to be eliminated. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was run on the
quality of instruction data resulting in a significant level of .000 indicating a lack of
normality. A Q-Q Plot was also run to determine the normality of the data. As seen in
Figure 20, the data points somewhat deviated from normality at the lower and upper ends
of the distribution.
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Figure 20: Normal Q-Q Plot of Quality of Instruction Ratings.
In Figure 21 the Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot also indicated a deviation from
normality especially at the lower and upper ends of the distribution.

Figure 21: Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Quality of Instruction Ratings.
A box plot, as seen in Figure 22, further indicated that the distribution was not
normal, and there were outliers. Case Number 589 was identified as an extreme outlier

107

that was filtered out when running the correlation to determine its impact on the
correlation.

Figure 22: Box Plot of Quality of Instruction Ratings.
To determine the type of statistical correlation to be conducted, a scatterplot was
run to determine whether the variables were bivariately normally distributed or not. As
can be seen in Figure 23, the scatterplot suggested that there was very little relationship
between the variables, but there was not a non-linear relationship. Therefore, a Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation was reasonable in being used to determine if a statistically
significant correlation existed between the two variables. An alpha of .05 was used to
control for the risk of making a Type I error, or the rejection of a true null hypothesis.
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Figure 23: Scatterplot of Quality of Instruction Ratings and Teacher Aggregated VAM
Scores.
The results of the correlational analysis indicated that there was a positive
relationship between the quality of instruction rating and the VAM score, r(1,136) = .187,
r2 = .03, p =.000. Shared variance between these two variables was approximately 3%,
generally interpreted to be a small to moderate effect (Cohen, 1988). Only 3% of the
variability in VAM scores was accounted for by the quality of instruction ratings. When
the correlation was rerun with the two extreme VAM outliers and the one extreme quality
of instruction outlier filtered out, there was still a small to moderate, positive correlation
between the two variables, r(1,133) = .218, r2 = .05, p =.000. The data analysis
confirmed a significant relationship between instructional practices and VAM scores; and
therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
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Research Question and Hypothesis #4
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional responsibility,
conduct and relationships and value-added assessment scores of instructional
personnel on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional responsibility, conduct and
relationships and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the
School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10.
Professional responsibility, conduct and relationships ratings ranged from 2.20 to
9 with a potential range of 0 to 9. The data set had a mean rating of 7.96 (s = .83), a
median rating of 8.17, and a variance of .69. A histogram, as shown in Figure 24
representing the continuum of ratings, confirmed that the peak of the distribution was
represented by the interval 8.00 to 10.00. The distribution of ratings was negatively
skewed (-1.04) with a positive kurtosis (1.68).

Figure 24: Professional Responsibility, Conduct and Relationships Ratings Histogram.
To determine if there was a relationship between the professional responsibility,
conduct, and relationships and the VAM score of instructional personnel on the School
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Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument, a correlation coefficient was calculated. First, the normality of the
professional responsibility, conduct, and relationships variable was explored to provide a
clear understanding of its distribution shape and identify any outliers that needed to be
eliminated. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was run on the Formative Evaluation
Tool data resulting in a significant level of .000 indicating a lack of normality. A Q-Q
Plot was also run to determine the normality of the data. As seen in Figure 25, the data
points somewhat deviated from normality at the lower and upper ends of the distribution.

Figure 25: Normal Q-Q Plot of Professional Responsibility, Conduct and Relationships
Ratings.
In Figure 26 the Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot also indicated a deviation from
normality especially at the lower and upper ends of the distribution.
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Figure 26: Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Professional Responsibility, Conduct and
Relationships Ratings.
A box plot, as seen in Figure 27, further indicated that the distribution was not
normal, and there were outliers. Case Number 589 was identified as an extreme outlier
that was filtered out when running the correlation to determine its impact on the
correlation.

Figure 27: Box Plot of Professional Responsibility, Conduct and Relationships Ratings.
To determine the type of statistical correlation to be conducted, a scatterplot was
run to determine whether the variables were bivariately normally distributed or not. As
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can be seen in Figure 28, the scatterplot suggested that there was very little relationship
between the variables, but there was not a non-linear relationship. Therefore, a Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation was reasonable in being used to determine if a statistically
significant correlation existed between the two variables. An alpha of .05 was used to
control for the risk of making a Type I error, or the rejection of a true null hypothesis.

Figure 28: Scatterplot of Professional Responsibility, Conduct and Relationships Ratings
and Teacher Aggregated VAM Scores.
The results of the correlational analysis indicated that there was a positive
relationship between professional responsibility, conduct, and relationships and the VAM
score, r(1,136) = .166, r2 = .03, p = .000. Shared variance between these two variables
was approximately 3%, generally interpreted to be a small to moderate effect (Cohen,
1988). Only 3% of the variability in VAM scores was accounted for by the professional
responsibility, conduct, and relationships ratings. When the correlation was rerun with
the two VAM extreme outliers and the one professional responsibility, conduct, and
relationships extreme outlier filtered out, there was still a small to moderate, positive
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correlation between the two variables, r(1,133) = .188, r2 = .04, p = .000. The data
analysis confirmed a significant relationship between professional responsibility,
conduct, and relationships and VAM scores; and therefore, the null hypothesis was
rejected.
Research Question and Hypothesis #5
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional development
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board
of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional development and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
Professional development was measured by the Component 2 – Cumulative Total
rating on the School Board of Brevard County Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument. The ratings ranged from 8 to 26 with a potential range of 0 to 26. The data
set had a mean rating of 23.37 (s = 2.10), a median rating of 23.83, and a variance of
4.45. A histogram, as shown in Figure 29 representing the continuum of ratings,
confirmed that the peak of the distribution was represented by the interval 25.00 to 30.00.
The distribution of ratings was negatively skewed (-1.33) with a positive kurtosis (3.46).
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Figure 29: Professional Development (Component 2 - Cumulative Total) Ratings
Histogram.
To determine if there was a relationship between professional development
(Component 2 - Cumulative Total) and the VAM score of instructional personnel on the
School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument, a correlation coefficient was calculated. First, the normality of the
professional development variable was explored to provide a clear understanding of its
distribution shape and identify any outliers that needed to be eliminated. The ShapiroWilk test of normality was run on the professional development (Component 2 –
Cumulative Total) data resulting in a significant level of .000 indicating a lack of
normality. A Q-Q Plot was also run to determine the normality of the data. As seen in
Figure 30, the data points somewhat deviated from normality at the lower and upper ends
of the distribution.
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Figure 30: Normal Q-Q Plot of Professional Development (Component 2 - Cumulative
Total) Ratings.
In Figure 31 the Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot also indicated a deviation from
normality especially at the lower and upper ends of the distribution.

Figure 31: Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Professional Development (Component 2 Cumulative Total) Ratings.
A box plot, as seen in Figure 32, further indicated that the distribution was not
normal, and there were significant outliers. Case Number 1,094 was identified as an
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extreme outlier that was filtered out when running the correlation to determine its impact
on the correlation.

Figure 32: Box Plot of Professional Development (Component 2 - Cumulative Total)
Ratings.
To determine the type of statistical correlation to be conducted, a scatterplot was
run to determine whether the variables were bivariately normally distributed or not. As
can be seen in Figure 33, the scatterplot suggested that there was very little relationship
between the variables, but there was not a non-linear relationship. Therefore, a Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation was reasonable in being used to determine if a statistically
significant correlation existed between the two variables. An alpha of .05 was used to
control for the risk of making a Type I error, or the rejection of a true null hypothesis.
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Figure 33: Scatterplot of Professional Development (Component 2 - Cumulative Total)
Ratings and Teacher Aggregated VAM Scores.
The results of the correlational analysis indicated that there was a positive
relationship between the professional development (Component 2 – Cumulative Total)
and the VAM score, r(1,136) = .175, r2 = .03, p = .000. Shared variance between these
two variables was approximately 3%, generally interpreted to be a small to moderate
effect (Cohen, 1988). Only 3% of the variability in VAM scores was accounted for by
the professional development (Component 2 – Cumulative Total) ratings. When the
correlation was rerun with the two VAM extreme outliers and the one professional
development extreme outlier filtered out, there was still a small to moderate, positive
correlation between the two variables, r(1,133) = .189, r2 = .04, p =.000. The data
analysis confirmed a significant relationship between professional development
(Component 2 – Cumulative Total) and VAM scores; and therefore, the null hypothesis
was rejected.
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Research Question and Hypothesis #6
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between action research
development and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the
School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between action research development and valueadded assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10.
Action research development was measured by the Professional Growth Plan
Development rating on the School Board of Brevard County Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument. The ratings ranged from 0 to 10 with a potential range of 0
to 10. The data set had a mean rating of 8.70 (s = 1.35), a median rating of 9, and a
variance of 1.83. A histogram, as shown in Figure 34 representing the continuum of
ratings, confirmed that the peak of the distribution was represented by the interval 8.00 to
10.00. The distribution of ratings was negatively skewed (-1.62) with a positive kurtosis
(4.12).

Figure 34: Action Research Development (Professional Growth Plan Development)
Ratings Histogram.
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To determine if there was a relationship between action research development
(Professional Growth Plan Development) and the VAM score of instructional personnel
on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument, a correlation coefficient was calculated. First, the normality of the
action research development (Professional Growth Plan Development) variable was
explored to provide a clear understanding of is distribution shape and identify any
outliers that needed to be eliminated. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was run on the
action research development (Professional Growth Plan Development) data resulting in a
significant level of .000 indicating a lack of normality. A Q-Q Plot was also run to
determine the normality of the data. As seen in Figure 35, the data points deviated from
normality at the lower end of the distribution.

Figure 35: Normal Q-Q Plot of Action Research Development (Professional Growth
Plan Development) Ratings.
In Figure 36 the Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot also indicated a deviation from
normality especially at the lower end of the distribution.
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Figure 36: Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Action Research Development (Professional
Growth Plan Development) Ratings.
A box plot, as seen in Figure 37, further indicated that the distribution was not
normal, and there were significant outliers. Case Numbers 1,094, 204, 590, and 402 were
identified as extreme outliers that were filtered out when running the correlation to
determine their impact on the correlation.

Figure 37: Box Plot of Action Research Development (Professional Growth Plan
Development) Ratings.
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To determine the type of statistical correlation to be conducted, a scatterplot was
run to determine whether the variables were bivariately normally distributed or not. As
can be seen in Figure 38, the scatterplot suggested that there was very little relationship
between the variables, but there was not a non-linear relationship. Therefore, a Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation was reasonable in being used to determine if a statistically
significant correlation existed between the two variables. An alpha of .05 was used to
control for the risk of making a Type I error, or the rejection of a true null hypothesis.

Figure 38: Scatterplot of Action Research Development (Professional Growth Plan
Development) Ratings.
The results of the correlational analysis indicated that there was a positive
relationship between action research development (Professional Growth Plan
Development) and the VAM score, r(1,136) = .099, r2 = .01, p = .001. Shared variance
between these two variables was approximately 1%, generally interpreted to be a small
effect (Cohen, 1988). Only 1% of the variability in VAM scores was accounted for by
the action research development (Professional Growth Plan Development) ratings. When
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the correlation was rerun with the two VAM extreme outliers and the four action research
development extreme outliers filtered out, there was still a small, positive correlation
between the two variables, r(1,130) = .102, r2 = .01, p = .001. The data analysis
confirmed a significant relationship between action research development (Professional
Growth Plan Development) and VAM scores; and therefore, the null hypothesis was
rejected.
Research Question and Hypothesis #7
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between the implementation of
action research and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on
the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between the implementation of action research and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10.
Implementation of action research was measured by the Professional Growth Plan
Implementation rating on the School Board of Brevard County Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument. The ratings ranged from 0 to 8, with a potential range of 0
to 8. The data set had a mean rating of 6.91 (s = 1.19), a median rating of 7, and a
variance of 1.43. A histogram, as shown in Figure 39 representing the continuum of
ratings, confirmed that the peak of the distribution was represented by the interval 6.00 to
8.00. The distribution of ratings was negatively skewed (-1.51) with a positive kurtosis
(4.49).
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Figure 39: Implementation of Action Research (Professional Growth Plan
Implementation) Ratings Histogram.
To determine if there was a relationship between the implementation of action
research (Professional Growth Plan Implementation) and the VAM score of instructional
personnel on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument, a correlation coefficient was calculated. First, the
normality of the implementation of action research variable was explored to provide a
clear understanding of its distribution shape and identify any outliers that needed to be
eliminated. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was run on the Professional Growth Plan
Implementation data resulting in a significant level of .000 indicating a lack of normality.
A Q-Q Plot was also run to determine the normality of the data. As seen in Figure 40, the
data points deviated from normality at the lower end of the distribution.
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Figure 40: Normal Q-Q Plot Implementation of Action Research (Professional Growth
Plan Implementation) Ratings.
In Figure 41 the Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot also indicated a deviation from
normality especially at the lower end of the distribution.

Figure 41: Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Implementation of Action Research
(Professional Growth Plan Implementation) Ratings.
A box plot, as seen in Figure 42, indicated that the distribution was normal with
only three outliers. Case Numbers 652, 1,094, and 518 were identified as outliers that
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were filtered out when running the correlation to determine their impact on the
correlation.

Figure 42: Box Plot of Implementation of Action Research (Professional Growth Plan
Implementation) Ratings.
To determine the type of statistical correlation to be conducted, a scatterplot was
run to determine whether the variables were bivariately normally distributed or not. As
can be seen in Figure 43, the scatterplot suggested that there was very little relationship
between the variables, but there was not a non-linear relationship. Therefore, a Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation was reasonable in being used to determine if a statistically
significant correlation existed between the two variables. An alpha of .05 was used to
control for the risk of making a Type I error, or the rejection of a true null hypothesis.
The results of the correlational analysis indicated that there was a positive
relationship between the implementation of action research (Professional Growth Plan
Implementation) and the VAM score, r(1,136) = .161, r2 = .03, p = .000. Shared variance
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Figure 43: Scatterplot of Implementation of Action Research (Professional Growth Plan
Implementation) Ratings.
between these two variables was approximately 3%, generally interpreted to be a small to
moderate effect (Cohen, 1988). Only 3% of the variability in VAM scores was accounted
for by the implementation of action research (Professional Growth Plan Implementation)
ratings. When the correlation was rerun with the two VAM extreme outliers and the
three implementation of action research outliers filtered out, there was still a small to
moderate, positive correlation between the two variables, r(1,131) = .175, r2 = .03, p =
.000. The data analysis confirmed a significant relationship between implementation of
action research (Professional Growth Plan Implementation) and VAM scores; and
therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.

Research Question and Hypothesis #8
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between collaborative inquiry and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
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Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between collaborative inquiry and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
Collaborative inquiry was measured by the Collaboration and Mutual
Accountability rating on the School Board of Brevard County Personnel Performance
Appraisal Instrument. The ratings ranged from 3.2 to 8 with a potential range of 0 to 8.
The data set had a mean rating of 7.76 (s = .51), a median rating of 8, and a variance of
.26. A histogram, as shown in Figure 44 representing the continuum of ratings,
confirmed that the peak of the distribution was represented by the interval 7.0 to 8.0. The
distribution of ratings was negatively skewed (-3.37) with a positive kurtosis (15.76).

Figure 44: Collaborative Inquiry (Collaboration and Mutual Accountability) Ratings
Histogram.
To determine if there was a relationship between the collaborative inquiry
(Collaboration and Mutual Accountability) and the VAM score of instructional personnel
on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument, a correlation coefficient was calculated. First, the normality of the
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collaborative inquiry (Collaboration and Mutual Accountability) variable was explored to
provide a clear understanding of its distribution shape and identify any outliers that
needed to be eliminated. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was run on the collaborative
inquiry (Collaboration and Mutual Accountability) data resulting in a significant level of
.000 indicating a lack of normality. A Q-Q Plot was also run to determine the normality
of the data. As seen in Figure 45, the data points deviated from normality especially at
the lower end of the distribution.

Figure 45: Normal Q-Q Plot of Collaborative Inquiry (Collaboration and Mutual
Accountability) Ratings.
In Figure 46 the Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot also indicated a deviation from
normality especially at the lower and upper ends of the distribution.

129

Figure 46: Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Collaborative Inquiry (Collaboration and
Mutual Accountability) Ratings.
A box plot, as seen in Figure 47, indicated that the distribution was not normal
with significant outliers. Since there were so many extreme outliers, Case Numbers
1,134, 1,135, 1,136, 1,137, and 1,138 being the most extreme outliers were filtered out
when running the correlation to determine their impact on the correlation.

Figure 47: Box Plot of Collaborative Inquiry (Collaboration and Mutual Accountability)
Ratings.
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To determine the type of statistical correlation to be conducted, a scatterplot was
run to determine whether the variables were bivariately normally distributed or not. As
can be seen in Figure 48, the scatterplot suggested that there was very little relationship
between the variables, but there was not a non-linear relationship. Therefore, a Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation was reasonable in being used to determine if a statistically
significant correlation existed between the two variables. An alpha of .05 was used to
control for the risk of making a Type I error, or the rejection of a true null hypothesis.

Figure 48: Scatterplot of Collaborative Inquiry (Collaboration and Mutual
Accountability) Ratings.
The results of the correlational analysis indicated that there was a positive
relationship between the collaborative inquiry (Collaboration and Mutual Accountability)
and the VAM score, r(1,136) = .075, r2 = .01, p =.011. Shared variance between these
two variables was approximately 1%, generally interpreted to be a small effect (Cohen,
1988). Only 1% of the variability in VAM scores was accounted for by the collaborative
inquiry (Collaboration and Mutual Accountability) ratings. When the correlation was
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rerun with the two VAM extreme outliers and the five collaborative inquiry extreme
outliers filtered out, there was still a weak, positive correlation between the two variables,
r(1,129) = .089, r2 = .01, p =.003. The data analysis confirmed a significant relationship
between collaborative inquiry (Collaboration and Mutual Accountability) and VAM
scores; and therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
Summary
The population data used for all eight of the research questions in this study were
not normally distributed. Although there was very little relationship with the VAM data
as indicated by the scatterplots, the absence of a non-linear relationship supported the use
of a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation as the statistical test in determining the
correlation between the variables for this study. The correlation coefficients were
consistent ranging from .089 to .231; and therefore, the presence of a small to moderate
statistically significant, positive relationship between the variables and VAM scores
existed. As a result, all null hypotheses were rejected. A summary of the study,
discussion of the findings, implications for practice, recommendations for future
research, and conclusions are presented in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS
This chapter contains a summary of the study, discussion of the findings,
implications for practice, further recommendations for Brevard Public School District,
recommendations for future research, and conclusions. The intent of this chapter is to
provide a deeper understanding of the results of the research and their impact on
determining which components of an evaluation system are more closely related to
student learning as well as to provide recommendations for future research aimed at
developing an evaluation instrument that reliably measures quality teaching.
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between the
professional practices components of the School Board of Brevard County Instructional
Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument and student learning as measured by
a teacher’s VAM score.
The evaluation instrument component ratings for Brevard Public Schools
instructional personnel study participants were used for this research in addition to their
VAM scores. The component ratings were taken directly from each teacher’s Evaluation
Summary Calculation Form that was completed by their evaluator and submitted to the
Human Resource Department of the school district. The following constructs were
measured by the components: professional practices; instructional practices; quality of
instruction; professional responsibility, conduct and relationships; professional
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development; action research development; action research implementation; and
collaborative inquiry. The aggregated VAM scores were provided by the State
Department of Education and were accessible for this study from the Testing and
Accountability Department of the school district. A Pearson Product-Moment
Correlation was the statistical method used to determine whether a relationship existed
between the evaluation instrument components and student learning growth as measured
by the VAM.
The study included 1,138 Brevard Public School fulltime instructional personnel
(736 elementary, 177 middle school, 59 junior/senior high school, and 166 high school)
in Grades 4-10 in which reading and/or mathematics was taught, the FCAT was
administered, and a teacher aggregated VAM score was assigned. The population
excluded the instructional personnel at charter schools, the adult education centers,
alternative learning centers, virtual schools, and the school board department. An
analysis of the demographics was presented for gender, ethnicity, and years of
experience. This study was based on eight research questions:
1. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional practices and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional practices and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
2. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between instructional practices and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
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H0: There is no relationship between instructional practices and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
3. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between quality of instruction and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between quality of instruction and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
4. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional responsibility,
conduct and relationships and value-added assessment scores of instructional
personnel on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional responsibility, conduct and
relationships and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the
School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10.
5. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional development
and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board
of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between professional development and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
6. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between action research
development and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the
School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between action research development and valueadded assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10.
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7. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between the implementation of
action research and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on
the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between the implementation of action research and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10.
8. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between collaborative inquiry and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System
Instrument at Grades 4-10?
H0: There is no relationship between collaborative inquiry and value-added
assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard
County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10.
Discussion of the Findings
This section examines the implications relative to the findings for each of the
eight research questions. Some research questions have been grouped according to the
components they reference so that discussions can be more meaningful.
Goodwin and Leech (2006) pointed out that certain characteristics of datasets
such as range restriction and measurement error can affect the strength of a correlation.
Data that have a restricted range underestimate the correlation. The ranges of the ratings
for all of the variables, excluding the VAM scores, used in this study were small due to
the nature of the instrumentation. Therefore, it can be anticipated that all of the
correlations were underestimated based on range restriction. Additionally, measurement
error is a factor that can also result in attenuation, or a lower correlation between two
variables. The review of literature revealed that the reliability of VAM scores used in
isolation has been determined to be low (Baker et al., 2010; Harris, 2012; Koedel &
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Betts, 2007; Lockwood et al., 2002; McCaffrey et al., 2004). There is a correction for
attenuation formula for estimating a correlation with measurement error eliminated from
the variables; however, the reliability of the measures is required. Since the instruments
used to gather data for this study were in their initial year of implementation, reliability
measures had not been established. Based on range of restriction and attenuation, it is
believed that the correlations in this study have been underestimated.
Research Question One
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional practices and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10?
The results of the data analysis for research question one indicate a significant but
weak to moderate positive relationship between professional practices and VAM scores
of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System Instrument. As a teacher’s overall evaluation rating
increased, so did the value-added score and vice versa. This finding addresses the
validity of the evaluation instrument in measuring teacher quality and the impact teacher
quality has on student learning. It was comprised of the observation, professional growth
plan, and collaboration and mutual accountability scores.
The cumulative evaluation ratings should parallel student academic growth (The
New Teacher Project, 2010). Why the weak correlation? The professional practices
scores were skewed to the right indicating that overall the scores were higher than a
normal distribution. This means that the district is still experiencing to a lesser degree;
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however, what Weisberg et al. (2009) called the Widget Effect where all teachers’
classroom effectiveness was judged the same with no distinction being made between the
good and the poor teachers. Within the population of this study (N = 1,138), 854 (75%)
subjects were considered “highly effective” according to their professional practices
score; 273 (24%) were considered “effective” according to their overall score; and 11
(1%) were considered “needs improvement” according to their score. Therefore; 1,127
(99%) teachers were rated effective or highly effective; yet the value-added scores
indicated that 494 (43%) of the teachers received negative value-added scores meaning
that the collective progress of the students in these teachers’ classrooms was less than
expected. Because all of the components of the professional practices total rating were
subjective measurements scored by trained administrators, colleagues, and teachers
themselves, the degree to which they correlated with student learning was dependent
upon the level of fidelity with which they were implemented.
A major implication of this finding is that no matter how reliable the components
of an evaluation system are, it is not the instruments in and of themselves that determine
effectiveness but rather how they are administered. Evaluator bias needs to be minimized
if correlations are going to be strengthened. There is no neutrality in implementing an
evaluation system when a relationship and previous knowledge exists between the
evaluator and the teacher being evaluated. There is a humanistic driven inflation of
scores or in some cases deflation of scores (McClellan, 2012). The real problem that
needs to be addressed is how to implement an evaluation system in which bias can be
minimized. According to McClellan, in order to minimize observer bias, training must
distinguish between bias, interpretation, and evidence. Not only would these processes
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need to be taught but they would also need to be assessed in order to gain certification.
Although no new evaluation system is without flaws in its first year of implementation, it
is necessary to gather data as to its effectiveness and make changes to the system and/or
provide additional training to improve its reliability.
The correlation of the professional practices total score to VAM scores as seen in
Table 1 was stronger than the correlation of any of its components. This supports the
need for multiple data sources when documenting performance (Kane & Staiger, 2012;
Kane et al. 2010; Peterson, 2004; Strong & Tucker, 2003).
Table 1: Professional Practices Correlation
________________________________________________
Component
Correlation Coefficient
________________________________________________
Professional Practices

.231

Instructional Practices

.209

Quality of Instruction

.218

Professional Responsibility,
Conduct and Relationships

.188

Professional Development

.189

Action Research Development

.102

Action Research Implementation

.175

Collaborative Inquiry
.089
________________________________________________
Note. All correlations are significant at the .05 level.
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Research Question Two
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between instructional practices and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10?
The results of the data analysis for research question two indicate a significant but
weak to moderate positive relationship between instructional practices and VAM scores
of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System Instrument. As a teacher’s observation rating increased,
so did the VAM score and vice versa. This finding addresses the validity of the
observation instrument in measuring teacher quality and the impact teacher quality has on
student learning. It was comprised of the quality of instruction and professional
responsibility, conduct and relationships scores.
As supported by the review of literature, classroom observation scores are related
to the outcome measure of student learning with value-added correlations ranging from
weak to moderate (Borman & Kimball, 2004; Gallagher, 2004; Jacob & Lefgren, 2008;
Kane, Taylor, Tyler, & Wooten, 2010; Schacter & Thum, 2004). The research also
indicated that to ensure accuracy, scores needed to be averaged across several lessons and
conducted by multiple raters (Gallagher, 2004; Kane, Taylor, Tyler, & Wooten, 2010;
Schacter & Thum, 2004; Stronge & Tucker, 2003). The January 2012 Measures of
Effective Teaching (MET) report issued by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation found
that “as the number of raters increased (inter-rater reliability) and the number of lessons
observed increased (e.g., four different raters observing four different lessons), the higher
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the reliability of the scores for any individual teacher” (Marzano, Toth, & Schooling,
2012, p. 19). A major implication is that in order to strengthen the correlation, multiple
raters and multiple observations should be implemented. The evaluation system
associated with this study required two formal observations for annual teachers and only
one formal observation for tenured teachers. The use of multiple raters was not a
requirement of this evaluation system.
Calibrating raters to the standards so that they can consistently rate teachers
across numerous lessons improves the reliability of the instrument. This supports the
Goals and Roles Evaluation Model theoretical framework upon which this study was
based. Stronge and Tucker (2003) emphasized that the standards must be clear and easily
understood by everyone involved in the evaluation process. The implication here is that
observation ratings are based on judgments of good teaching, and training methods need
to be developed for ensuring ratings that are consistent and reliable across all subject
areas. The correlation between observation ratings and VAM scores is contingent on
quality implementation which improves with intensive training (Kane & Staiger, 2012).
This author agrees with Peterson (2004) who emphasized that the mere existence of
behaviors as identified on a checklist or rubric do not equate with student learning; but
rather the appropriateness of how these behaviors were performed. It is important that
training clearly delineate between the various levels of performance and the
appropriateness of their execution. For example, differentiating content is considered a
practice of highly effective teachers; however, it is how a teacher differentiates the
content according to student learning needs that makes the difference not the mere
existence of differentiation. Analyzing evaluation data from the first-year of
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implementation will enable the district to provide targeted support for evaluators based
on their needs.
Research Question Three
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between quality of instruction and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10?
The results of the data analysis for research question three indicate a significant
but weak to moderate positive relationship between quality of instruction and VAM
scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional
Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument. As a teacher’s quality of
instruction observation rating increased, so did the VAM score and vice versa. This
finding addresses the validity of the quality of instruction ratings in measuring teacher
quality and the impact teacher quality has on student learning. It was comprised of
Dimension 1 - Instructional Design and Lesson Planning, Dimension 2 – Learning
Environment, Dimension 3 – Instructional Delivery and Facilitation, and Dimension 4 –
Assessment.
A strong positive correlation existed between the quality of instruction
observation ratings and the professional responsibility, conduct and relationships
observation ratings (Research Question Four), r(1,136) = .80, r2 = .64, p = .000.
Teachers who were rated high on the quality of instruction dimensions of the classroom
observation were also rated high on the professional responsibility, conduct and
relationships dimensions of the classroom observation. In fact, 64% of the variance in
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one rating was accounted for by the other rating and vice versa. These results could be
interpreted as a pattern of raters scoring teachers consistently across all dimensions. This
implies that further analysis is necessary to determine if positive or negative ratings in
one dimension influence the rater’s scores in other dimensions. If this is found to be true,
then precautionary measures need to be implemented to eliminate this from happening.
Dr. Richard Elmore (City, Elmore, Fiarman, & Teitel, 2009) claims that the only
way to increase learning is changing all three components of what he calls the
instructional core: (a) teachers’ knowledge and skill, (b) students’ role in their own
learning, and (c) level of content. The quality of instruction observation rating must
focus on all three components. An implication of the results of this research question is
that observers cannot restrict their ratings to only what the teacher is doing or the content
expectations; they must also judge the quality of the performance task and determine the
appropriateness of the task based on the level of student learning that results. The
observation rubrics must be evaluated closely to assure that the elements are aligned with
all three components of the instructional core and that they are not overemphasizing the
important of one component as compared to the others. Also, observers must be trained
to examine all three components when making judgments as to the level of proficiency
for each element.
Research Question Four
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between professional responsibility,
conduct and relationships and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel
on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
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The results of the data analysis for research question four indicate a significant
but weak to moderate positive relationship between professional responsibility, conduct
and relationships and VAM scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument. As a
teacher’s professional responsibility, conduct and relationships observation rating
increased, so did the VAM score and vice versa. This finding addresses the validity of
the professional responsibility, conduct and relationships ratings in measuring teacher
quality and the impact teacher quality has on student learning. It was comprised of
Dimension 5 – Professional Responsibilities and Ethical Conduct, Dimension 6 –
Relationships with Students, and Dimension 7 – Relationships with Parents and
Community Building Relationships with Parents.
If student and parent relationships are related to student learning, there must be
more emphasis placed on the critical roles that parents and the community can play in
impacting student learning. An implication is that it is crucial that the district and schools
foster a partnership with parents and the community through communication,
involvement activities, and the dissemination of knowledge as to what they can do to
support learning. The role of the parent liaison for the district must be re-examined and
clearly defined as how best to utilize the position to support parent involvement at the
school level. Well planned partnerships between the parents, community, and schools
linked to the goals of school improvement must be established. Additionally, school
districts must investigate school reform models that lend themselves to a more positive
learning environment and stronger relationships among teachers and students. According
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to Montalvo (2007), there is a positive correlation between student-teacher relationships
and student achievement.
Research Question Five, Six, and Seven
Research Question 5: To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between
professional development and value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel
on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal
System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
Research Question 6: To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between
action research development and value-added assessment scores of instructional
personnel on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
Research Question 7: To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between the
implementation of action research and value-added assessment scores of instructional
personnel on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance
Appraisal System Instrument at Grades 4-10?
Professional development, action research development, and the implementation
of action research are all components of this evaluation system that measure elements of
the same construct; therefore, the findings relative to their analysis will be discussed
together. The results of the data analysis for research questions five, six, and seven
indicate a significant but weak to moderate positive relationship between professional
development, including the development and implementation of the professional growth
plan, and VAM scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard County
Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument. As a teacher’s
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professional growth plan development and implementation ratings increased, so did the
VAM scores and vice versa. This finding addresses the validity of the professional
growth plan, as well as the development and implementation of the plan in measuring
teacher quality and the impact teacher quality has on student learning.
The development of the professional growth plan had one of the weaker
correlations to VAM scores. The score a teacher receives for the professional growth
plan development may be influenced by the teacher’s ability to write. Although there
was a significant positive correlation between the development and the implementation of
the professional growth plan, it was considered weak, r(1,136) = .12, r2 = .01, p = .000.
Only 1% of the variance in the professional growth plan development rating was
accounted for by the professional growth plan implementation rating and vice versa. One
could conclude that there could be a well written professional development plan that is
not fully implemented, and there could be a poorly written professional development plan
that is fully implemented. As the literature review indicated, there is limited research on
professional development plans and their correlation to VAM scores (exceptions include
NGA Center for Best Practices, 2009; Wallace, 2009). There are numerous limitations to
determining if a correlation exists between professional growth plans and value-added
assessment scores. The annual plans are only implemented for a four-month period, so it
is difficult to have a large impact on student learning in such a short period of time. Also,
the learning targeted in the professional growth plan might not be what is being measured
by the VAM score. For example, with the freedom to select an area of focus on which to
base one’s plan, if a teacher chose to concentrate on increasing writing scores, this would
not correlate to the VAM scores that measure reading and mathematics learning only.
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The implication here is that further research that controls for the limitations of the
existing research relative to professional growth plans is necessary to determine the true
correlation between professional growth plans and VAM scores.
Research Question Eight
To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between collaborative inquiry and
value-added assessment scores of instructional personnel on the School Board of
Brevard County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument at
Grades 4-10?
The results of the data analysis for research question eight indicate a significant
positive but weak relationship between collaborative inquiry and VAM scores of
instructional personnel on the School Board of Brevard County Instructional Personnel
Performance Appraisal System Instrument. As a teacher’s collaborative and mutual
accountability rating increased, so did the VAM score and vice versa. This finding
addresses the validity of the collaborative and mutual accountability ratings in measuring
teacher quality and the impact teacher quality has on student learning.
The results of this study confirm the research on collaboration aimed at improving
instructional practices. Research verified collaboration’s positive effect on student
learning (Goddard et al., 2007; Hollins et al., 2004; Phillips, 2003; Schmoker, 2004;
Strahan, 2003; Supovitz, 2002). The weak correlational results could be a result of the
narrow focus of the collaborative group effort as compared to the wide range of VAM
scores. Whereas the collaborative group ratings were based on an individual’s efforts at
collaboratively targeting the lowest 25% students, this was correlated against the valueadded scores of all students and not just the lowest 25%. The VAM scores for these
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students would have to be isolated in order to determine if a stronger correlation existed.
The implication here is that schools must be transformed into learning organizations by
putting both formal and informal structures in place that promote a collaborative culture.
Implications for Practice
Research suggests that the quality of teaching influences student learning
(Haycock & Hanushek, 2010). In order to promote quality teaching, it is essential to
have a valid evaluation instrument that identifies teacher competency and provides an
avenue for support and improvement. This study’s findings have major implications not
only for the Brevard Public Schools, whose evaluation instrument was the focus of this
study, but also for school districts and policy makers who are interested in improving
learning for all students by means of evaluation instruments.
The purpose of the evaluation instrument under study was to determine its validity
in measuring quality instructional performance. There was a significant but weak to
moderate positive correlation between all of the components that comprised the
professional practices portion of the instrument and VAM scores that represented student
learning growth. This study confirmed that the Goals and Roles Evaluation Model
(Stronge & Tucker, 2003) theoretical framework, that is in alignment with the framework
upon which Brevard Public Schools’ evaluation instrument was based, is valid in
measuring effective teaching. It also magnifies the importance of ensuring that teachers
receive high-quality feedback from their evaluations and the professional development
and cognitive coaching needed to develop their deficiencies. Evaluation results should
also be shared with instructional coaches who can further provide targeted support. A
system should exist in school districts that align professional development opportunities
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with all of the evaluation components on which the teacher is rated so that teachers can
match workshops and course offerings to their targeted areas for growth.
Because correlations are based on the reliability of the measures, school districts
must review the research evidence relative to each measure and structure each measure
according to the most reliable outcomes. Since observational instruments are a major
part of evaluation systems, it is important that school districts review the observation
components to assure that they are comprehensive enough to provide a complete picture
of effective teaching; however, not so extensive that they become unmanageable and
decrease their reliability. They must also refine them by clarifying language,
strengthening descriptors, and eliminating redundancy to increase the reliability of the
instrument.
Additional measures as seen in this study increase the validity of an evaluation
system, but at what point does the cost outweigh the additional gain? This is a decision
that school districts and policy makers will need to consider in designing the
requirements for an evaluation system using multiple measures of teacher performance.
For school district level personnel, this study reinforces the importance of
implementation fidelity when dealing with evaluative measures based on human scoring.
The Goals and Roles Model (Stronge & Tucker, 2003) used as the theoretical framework
for this study emphasized standardization across the entire system. According to
Danielson, “Training is the lynch-pin for assuring the new systems are successful”
(Vevea, 2012, par 4). Evaluations that are accurate require evaluators with extensive
knowledge and dedication. They need to know what constitutes good teaching and how
to recognize it. Given the complexity of teaching and the range of grade levels and
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subject areas, this is a huge undertaking. High quality, ongoing training is necessary for
evaluations to be valid and impact student learning.
Evaluation systems must be structured in such a way to minimize observer bias.
This might include multiple observations using observers with no previous knowledge of
the teachers they are observing. Also, training should not only teach but assess an
observer’s ability to distinguish between bias, interpretation, and evidence. Additionally,
videos should be made available for all observation components and demonstrate both the
high end and low end of the performance range.
After the initial year of implementation of a new evaluation system, school level
correlations must be conducted to identify those administrators needing additional
training and their targeted area(s) of support. By using data results to norm the ratings,
school districts can establish minimum standards that must be met by all evaluators
before they are certified and permitted to carry out formal evaluations. This must include
an assessment required of all evaluators’ as to their ability to reliably rate teachers. These
training modules must be judged according to their effectiveness and resources set aside
to make improvement changes as necessary. A recertification process must also be built
into the system on a periodic basis so that observers can maintain and improve their
skills. According to Jerald (2012) training should be conducted in real classrooms
because the transfer of skills to the building level is difficult for observers when training
is based exclusively on recorded lessons.
Additionally, the entire evaluation system needs to be continuously scrutinized in
light of new research and yearly data and modifications made accordingly. The need for
inter-rater reliability suggests another implication for district level personnel in line with
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what Stronge and Tucker (2003) recommend in the underlying theoretical framework for
this study. An evaluation system must be based on multiple raters and multiple
observations. Accordingly, structures must exist at the district level that enable personnel
to monitor evaluation data from multiple evaluators so that inconsistencies can be
identified and training aimed at better understanding the rubrics provided. Policy makers
must recognize that a comprehensive evaluation system is more labor-intensive and
requires funding to support its implementation. This is in direct conflict with the
reduction of personnel presently taking place in many school districts.
As seen in this study, the correlation between teacher performance and student
learning is weak. Policy makers need to determine at what level measures will be
considered valid and reliable in order to minimize classification errors. With high stake
decisions such as pay and retention tied to evaluation outcomes, it is imperative that
teachers are not misclassified.
Further Recommendations for Brevard Public School District
Because this study confirms that there is a significant but weak to moderate
positive correlation between the evaluation professional practices components of School
Board of County Instructional Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument and
student growth as measured by VAM scores, it is imperative that administrators and
teachers be trained on how to use the evaluation data to identify areas for improvement in
order to inform professional development. Both administrators and teachers need to have
access to individual teacher and student VAM scores so that they can analyze the data for
trends relative to their strengths and weaknesses. Administrators also need to be trained
on how to triangulate the results of the evaluation components so that any problems
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associated with the evaluation process can be identified and rectified. Ongoing
professional development for both teachers and administrators must continue to be the
focus of the district so that inter-rater reliability within schools and across schools
continues to improve thus improving the validity of the instrument.
In order to increase the validity of the instrument, standards must be clearly
defined, and both administrators and teachers must agree not only on their meaning but
also on how they look within a classroom. Ongoing professional development aimed at
calibrating the instrument is essential in defining what the standards look like and how
they are differentiated by the various performance levels. Lesson videos exemplifying all
of the observation elements should be available for all observation elements as well as the
high and low performance levels within each element. Teachers that have been identified
by their VAM scores as having had a negative impact on student growth should receive
intensive training relative to the standards and how they are effectively implemented in
the classroom. Training may include showcasing teachers who received high positive
VAM scores. Likewise, administrators whose evaluation ratings do not align with their
VAM results should receive the same intensive training as well as multiple opportunities
to rate teachers and compare results to ratings received from multiple other observers.
This type of required training could be developed online and written as a response-based
program in which the sequence of the instruction is based on an individual’s responses.
As this study confirmed, multiple measures are more reliable than any single
component when evaluating teachers. Knowing this, it would seem logical that the same
would hold true when using data sources to determine student growth. In addition to
VAM scores, the district should use additional measures in determining student learning.
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For example, pre- and posttests can be used as a source for measuring student learning as
well as other forms of classroom evidence that reflects teaching effectiveness.
Finally, it is important that the school district seek feedback from both the
teachers and the administrators relative to the various evaluation components. Further
clarification and the elimination of duplicated construct measures should be discussed.
Recommendations for Future Research
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between the
professional practices components of the School Board of Brevard County Instructional
Personnel Performance Appraisal System Instrument and student achievement as
measured by a teacher’s VAM score. The collection and analysis of data resulted in
significant findings. However, there were limitations relative to this study that can be
used as the basis for recommended future research.
Because this study focused directly on the evaluation system as implemented in
the Brevard Public Schools, the same study could be replicated in other school districts to
determine if the findings still hold true relative to their implementation. Additionally,
because evaluation systems vary from school district to school district and state to state,
this study can be replicated across other school districts whose evaluation components
differ to determine which combination of measures most accurately reflects teaching
effectiveness that results in student learning.
Future research could also include a multilevel model which would allow for an
examination of how much variation there is between schools as well as within schools.
This would enable the school district to uncover the overall patterns of difficulty as well
as the individual weaknesses necessary to provide continued training. This analysis
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would also make it possible for the district to identify schools with strong correlations
and investigate what methods of implementation they utilized so that these could be
shared amongst other schools. In addition, future research could include a further
analysis of the data used in this study by correlating VAM scores with professional
practices based on teacher, school, and observer demographics; grade level; and subject
area. Any patterns revealed during the analysis would further enhance the school
district’s ability to target its training based on specific needs. Identifying teachers by
quartiles based on their VAM scores and correlating these to their professional practice
ratings would also provide input as to where observers were the most and least effective.
While not part of this study, a correlation was run to determine the relationship
between professional practices and VAM scores based on building level. The alpha, or
level of significance, was set at .05. At the elementary level, there was a positive but
weak to moderate significant correlation, r(734) = .18, r2 = .03, p = .000. At the middle
school level there was a positive but weak to moderate significant correlation, r(175) =
.26, r2 = .06, p = .001. At the junior/senior high school level there was a positive but
weak to moderate significant correlation, r(57) = .27, r2 = .07, p = .043. At the high
school level there was not a significant correlation, r(164) = .22, r2 = .05, p = .096.
Further analysis is necessary to determine why correlations were not statistically
significant at the high school level. According to Tyler (2011), there are so many content
areas at the high school level that being evaluated by someone with subject area expertise
is impossible; and therefore, the evaluation results might lack reliability and validity.
In order to determine the effect that observer bias has on the evaluation
instrument, future research might include correlating neutral party observation scores

154

with building-level observation scores. This study would provide input necessary to train
and certify principals. It would also show how well observers have been trained in
distinguishing between bias, interpretation, and evidence.
In order to judge the impact of the new evaluation system on student learning,
future research would include a study that compares a teacher’s VAM score from the
previous evaluation system with their VAM score from the new evaluation system.
Influencing factors such as grade level and subject would need to be held constant.
Additionally, the reliability of the new measures could be determined by correlating the
evaluation results from the first year of implementation to those from the second year for
teachers in the same grade level and subject area.
As indicated in this study, one of the weaker correlations was collaborative
inquiry with VAM scores. Because a teacher’s collaboration and mutual accountability
rating was based on the progress of the lowest 25% students, further research is necessary
to identify these students’ VAM scores and rerun the statistical test.
Another recommended study that became apparent when analyzing the data for
this study was the misalignment between the PGP areas of focus and the subject areas
being measured by the VAM scores. In order to determine whether or not a correlation
existed between professional development and student learning, the PGPs that focused on
reading and/or mathematics should be identified and correlated with their corresponding
VAM scores. All other PGPs associated with other subject areas should be excluded.
An important consideration for any new evaluation system would be to determine
whether or not its implementation was a sound decision with the benefits outweighing the
costs. In other words, was the time and energy required to put it into practice worthy of
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its outcomes? In order to get the answer to this question, further research might include a
cost/benefit analysis to determine the feasibility of implementing the evaluation system
with fidelity using the data presented in this study.
Conclusions
This study broadened the knowledge base available from other researchers
relative to teacher evaluation systems and what components are related to student
learning as measured by VAM scores. According to the results of this study, a teacher’s
professional practices; instructional practices; quality of instruction; professional
responsibility, conduct, and relationships; professional development; action research
development; action research implementation; and collaborative inquiry are all evaluation
system components that have a significant but weak to moderate positive correlation with
a teacher’s aggregated VAM scores. This study further confirmed the findings of current
research and the Goals and Roles theoretical framework that multiple data sources are
necessary when documenting a teacher’s performance. It also confirmed the need for
intensive training and a certification process with robust standards. Additionally, training
must include a thorough understanding and assessment of bias, interpretation, and
evidence. Only by providing observers with this level of training will the reliability of
the instrument improve. With significant consequences being tied to evaluation results, it
is imperative that the evaluation instrument results be accurate.
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FCAT Tested Courses Grades 4-10
Course #

0500960
1000000
1000010
1000400
1000410
1001010
1001020
1001030
1001040
1001050
1001060
1001070
1001080
1001090
1001300
1001310
1001320
1001330
1001340
1001350
1001360
1001370
1001380
1001390
1001400
1001410
1001440
1001450
1001560
1001800
1001810
1002000
1002010
1002020
1002180
1002300
1002310
1002320
1002380
1002520
1005375
1008010

Course Title

Reading and Writing Across The Curriculum
M/J Intensive Language Arts (MC)
M/J Intensive Reading (MC)
Intensive Language Arts
Intensive Reading
M/J Language Arts 1
M/J Language Arts 1, Advanced
M/J Language Arts 1 International Baccalaureate
M/J Language Arts 2
M/J Language Arts 2, Advanced
M/J Language Arts 2, International Baccalaureate
M/J Language Arts 3
M/J Language Arts 3, Advanced
M/J Language Arts 3, International Baccalaureate
English Skills 1
English 1 (Class including LEP student(s) must use certs
English Honors 1
English Skills 2
English 2 (Class including LEP student(s)must use certs
English Honors 2
English Skills 3
English 3 (Class including LEP student(s) must use certs
English Honors 3
English Skills 4
English 4 (Class including LEP student(s) must use certs
English Honors 4
Business English 1
Business English 2
Pre-AICE English Language
English 1-Preinternational Baccalaureate
English 2-Preinternational Baccalaureate
M/J Language Arts 1 Through ESOL
M/J Language Arts 2 Through ESOL
M/J Language Arts 3 Through ESOL
M/J Developmental Language Arts Through ESOL (MC)
English 1 Through ESOL
English 2 Through ESOL
English 3 Through ESOL
Developmental Language Arts Through ESOL (MC)
English 4 Through ESOL
AICE English Literature 2
M/J Reading 1
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Statewide
Standardized
Assessment
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0

Course #

1008020
1008040
1008050
1008070
1008080
1008300
1008310
1008320
1008330
1205010
1205020
1205040
1205050
1205070
1205080
2002100
2002110
2400000
5010010
5010020
5010045
5010046
5010050
5010060
5012060
5012070
5020060
7755010
7810010
7810020
7910100
7910110
7910400
1008010

Course Title

M/J Reading 1, Advanced
M/J Reading 2
M/J Reading 2, Advanced
M/J Reading 3
M/J Reading 3, Advanced
Reading 1
Reading 2
Advanced Reading
Reading 3
M/J Mathematics 1
M/J Mathematics 1, Advanced
M/J Mathematics 2
M/J Mathematics 2, Advanced
M/J Mathematics 3
M/J Mathematics 3, Advanced
M/J Comprehensive Science 3
M/J Comprehensive Science 3, Advanced
Sixth Grade
English for Speakers of Other Language-Elementary
Functional Basic Skills in Reading-Elementary
Language Arts-Grade Four
Language Arts-Grade Five
Reading-Elementary
Integrated Language Arts - Elementary
Mathematics - Grade Four
Mathematics - Grade Five
Science - Grade Five
Academics: K-5
Language Arts: 6-8
Reading: 6-8
Reading: 9-12
English: 9-12
Life Skills Reading: 9-12
M/J Reading 1
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Statewide
Standardized
Assessment
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
FCAT 2.0
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April 17, 2012

Dear Mrs. Mela,
Thank you for your application to conduct research in the Brevard Public
Schools. This letter is official verification that your application has been
accepted and approved through the Office of Accountability, Testing, &
Evaluation. However, approval from this office does not obligate the principal
of the schools you have selected to participate in the proposed research. Please
contact the principals of the impacted schools in order to obtain their approval.
Upon the completion of your research, submit your findings to our office. If we
can be of further assistance, do not hesitate to contact our office.

Sincerely,

Vickie B. Hickey
Vickie B. Hickey, Resource Teacher
Office of Accountability, Testing, and Evaluation
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